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5064. By Mr. WOLCOTT: Petition of Fred L. Riggin and
26 others, of Port Huron, Mich., opposing the spending poli-
cies of the Government, and including certain suggestions
for a recovery program; to the Committee on Appropriations.

5065. By the SPEAKER.: Petition of the Citizens Vigilance
Association of America, petitioning Congress to expedite
wage and hour legislation; to the Committee on Labor.

5066. Also, petition of the Brotherhood of Railroad Train-
men, asking for further appropriations for the Senate Civil
Liberties Committee: to the Committee on Appropriations.

5067. Also, resolution of the city of New York, memorializ-
ing Congress to take all appropriate action to enact the
wage and hour legislation now pending in Congress; to the
Committee on Labor,

5068. Also, resolution of the Council of the City of New
York, requesting the Congress to enact legislation permitting
the home owners to have reasonable time to redeem fore-
closed property; to the Commitiee on Banking and Currency.

SENATE
MonDAY, MAY 9, 1938
(Legislative day of Wednesday, April 20, 1938)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.
THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BarRgLEY, and by unanimous consent,
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar
day Thursday, May b5, 1938, was dispensed with, and the
Journal was approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the President of the United
States was communicated to the Senate by Mr. Latta, one of
his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Cal-
loway, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House
had disagreed to the amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 10216) making appropriations for the legislative
branch of the Government for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1939, and for other purposes, asked a conference with
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr. DocKWEILER, Mr. RasauT, Mr. FERNAN-
pEZ, Mr. Houston, and Mr, Powers were appointed managers
on the part of the House at the conference.

The message also announced that the House had agreed
to the amendment of the Senate to the following bill and
joint resolution of the House:

H.R.9725. An act to liberalize the provisions of existing
laws governing death-compensation benefits for widows and
children of World War veterans, and for other purposes; and

H.J. Res. 150. Joint resolution to permit a compact or
agreement between the States of Idaho and Wyoming re-
specting the disposition and apportionment of the waters of
the Snake River and its tributaries, and for other purposes.

The message further announced that the House had agreed
to the amendments of the Senate to each of the following
bills of the House:

H.R.6652. An act to provide for the administration and
maintenance of the Natchez Trace Parkway, in the States of
Mississippi, Alabama, and Tennessee, by the Secretary of the
Interior, and for other purposes; and

H. R.9784. An act to authorize an appropriation to aid in
defraying the expenses of the ohservance of the seventy-fifth
anniversary of the Battle of Gettysburg, to be held at Get-
tysburg, Pa., from June 29, to July 6, 1938, and for other
purposes.

The message also announced that the House had passed
a bill (H. R. 10140) to amend the Federal Aid Road Act, ap-
proved July 11, 1916, as amended and supplemented, and for
other purposes, in which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate,
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The message further announced that the Speaker had
affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills and joint
resolutions, and they were signed by the Vice President:

8. 2650. An act to authorize the completion, maintenance,
and operation of the Fort Peck project for navigation, and
for other purposes;

H.R.906. An act for the relief of McShain Co., Inc.;

H.R.1099. An act for the relief of the New York & Balti-
more Transportation Line, Inc.;

H.R. 1249. An act for the relief of L. M. Crawford;

H. R. 1258. An act for the relief of E, G. Briseno and Hec-
tor Briseno, a minor; !

H. R. 1904. An act for the relief of Florenz Gutierrez;

H.R. 1930. An act for the relief of William H. Ames;

H. R. 2006. An act to permit certain special-delivery mes-
sengers to acquire a classified status through noncompetitive
examination;

H.R.3609. An act to protect the salaries of rural letter
carriers who transfer from one rural route to another;

H.R.4018. An act for the relief of Orville Ferguson;

H.R.4275. An act to correct United States citizenship
status of certain persons born in Puerto Rico, and for other
purposes;

H.R. 4340. An act for the relief of J. F. Stinson;

H.R. 4564. An act for the relief of the Floridian Press of
Jacksonville, Inc., Jacksonville, Fla.;

H.R.4819. An act for the relief of Joseph Zani;

H. R.5056. An act for the relief of A. R. Wickham;

H.R.5623. An act for the relief of Darwin Engstrand, a
minor;

H. R. 5842. An act for the relief of John G. Edwards;

H. R. 5867. An act for the relief of Peter Wettern;

H.R.6062. An act for the relief of Harry P. Russell, a
minor;

H.R.6479. An act for the relief of Guy Salisbury, alias
John G. Bowman, alias Alva J. Zenner;

H.R.6656. An act making the 11lth day of November in
each year a legal holiday;

H. R. 6708. An act for the relief of S. T. Roebuck;

H.R. 6780. An act for the relief of Mildred G. Yund;

H. R. 6803. An act for the relief of Mrs. Newton Petersen;

H.R.6885. An act for the relief of Ephriam J. Hicks;

H.R.7259. An act to authorize the conveyance by the
United States to the city of Ketchikan, Alaska, of a certain
tract of land in the town site of Ketchikan;

H.R.T7443. An act for the relief of Wilson H. Parks, Elsa
Parks, and Jessie M. Parks;

H.R.7500. An act for the relief of Shelba Jennings;

H.R.7521. An act for the relief of Joe F. Pedlichek;

H. R. 7601. An act for the relief of Eula Scruggs;

H.R.T7675. An act for the relief of Newark Concrete
Pipe Co.;

H. R.7796. An act for the relief of Frank Scofield;

H.R. 8403. An act to ratify and confirm Act 23 of the
Session Laws of Hawaii, 1937, extending the time within
which revenue bonds may be issued and delivered under Act
174 of the Session Laws of Hawaii, 1935;

H.R.9042. An act to amend section 2 of the act to incor-
porate the Howard University;

H.R.9198. An act for the relief of certain disbursing offi-
cers of the Army of the United States and for the settlement
of individual claims approved by the War Department;

H. R.9226. An act to amend the act of March 9, 1928, au-
thorizing appropriations to be made for the disposition of
remains of military personnel and civilian employees of the
Army, and for other purposes;

H.R. 9286. An act to extend the time for completing the
construction of a bridege across the Ohio River at or near
Cairo, Ill.;

H.R.9349. An act for the relief of the Nicolson Seced
Farms, a Utah corporation;

H.R. 9415, An act to amend the act entitled “An act to
establish a Civilian Conservation Corps, and for other pur-
poses,” approved June 28, 1937;
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H.R. 9526. An act to amend the act of May 27, 1908, au-
thorizing settlement of accounts of deceased officers and en-
listed men of the Navy and Marine Corps;

H.R.9601. An act to amend the acts for promoting the
circulation of reading matter among the blind;

H.R.9760. An act to amend the act of March 2, 1899, as
‘amended, to authorize the Secretary of War to permit allot-
ments from the pay of military personnel and permanent
‘civilian employees under certain conditions;

H.R.9764. An act to authorize an appropriation for recon-
struction at Fort Niagara, N. Y., to replace loss by fire;

H.R.9784. An act to authorize an appropriation to aid in
defraying the expenses of the observance of the seventy-
fifth anniversary of the Battle of Gettysburg, to be held at
Gettysburg, Pa., from June 29 to July 6, 1938, and for other
purposes;

" H.R.9912. An act to convey to the University of Alaska
a tract of land for use as the site of a fur farm experiment
station;

H. R. 9942. An act to authorize the conveyance of the Mat-
tapoisett (Ned Point) Lighthouse Reservation at Matta-
poisett, Mass., to the town of Mattapoisett;

H.R.9973. An act to improve the efficiency of the Light-
house Service, and for other purposes;

H.R.10085. An act to authorize the payment of an in-
demnity to the Norwegian Government in full and final sat-
isfaction of all claims based on the detention and treatment
of the crew of the Norwegian steamer Sagatind subsequent
to the seizure of this vessel by the United States Coast Guard
cutter Seneca on October 12, 1924;

H.R.10316. An act to amend section 203 of the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936, and for other purposes;

H.J.Res. 141. Joint resolution to authorize the issuance
to Sekizo Takahashi of a permit to reenter the United States;

H. J.Res. 150. Joint Resolution to permit a compact or
agreement between the States of Idaho and Wyoming re-
‘specting the disposition and apportionment of the waters of
the Snake River and its tributaries, and for other purposes;

H. J.Res. 599. Joint resolution to set apart public ground
-for the Smithsonian Gallery of Art, and for other purposes;
and

H.J. Res. 636. Joint resolution to authorize an appropria-
tion for the expenses of participation by the United States in
the Fourth International Conference on Private Air Law.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sen-
ators answered to their names:

Adams Connally Hitcheock Nye

Andrews Copeland Holt O'Mahoney
Ashurst Davis Johnson, Colo. Overton
Austin Dieterich g Pittman
Balley La Follette Pope
Bankhead Dufty Lee Radcliffe
Barkley Ellender Lodge Russell

Bilbo Frazler Logan Schwellenbach
Bone George Lonergan Sheppard
Borah Gerry Lundeen Shipstead
Brown, Mich. Gibson McAdoo Thomas, Okla.
Brown, N. H. Glllette McCarran Thomas, Utah
Bulkley lass MeGill Townsend
Bulow Green McEellar

Burke Gufley McNary Tydings

Byrd Hale Maloney Vandenberg
Byrnes Harrison Miller Van Nuys
Capper Hatch Minton Walsh
Caraway Hayden Murray White
Chavez Herring Neely

Clark Hill Norris

Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Delaware
[Mr. HucHeEs] and the Senator from Oregon [Mr. ReaMmEes]
are detained from the Senate because of illness.

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr, BErry], the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. LEwis], the Senators from New Jersey [Mr. MirL-
ToN and Mr. SMmaTHERS], the Senator from Florida [Mr.
PepPER], the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. REYNOLDS],
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Smite]1, and the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr, WacNer] are detained on important
public business.
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The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. ScawarTz] and the Sen-
ator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] are unavoidably detained.
Mr. McNARY. I announce that the Senator from Cali-

-fornia [Mr, JoansoN] is necessarily absent from the Senate.

Mr. AUSTIN. I announce that the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Bripces] is necessarily absent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-two Senators have an-
swered to their names, A quorum is present.

LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATIONS—CONFERENCE

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the action
of the House of Representatives disagreeing to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10216) making appro-
priations for the legislative branch of the Government for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, and
requesting a conference with the Senate on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon. :

Mr, TYDINGS. I move that the Senate insist upon its
amendments, agree to the request of the House for a confer-
ence, and that the Chair appoint the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the Vice President ap-
pointed Mr. Typings, Mr. BYRNES, Mr. ApamMs, Mr. McCARRAN,
and Mr. HarLe conferees on the part of the Senate.
REHEARINGS AND COURT REVIEWS UNDER FEDERAL POWER ACT—

MOTION TO RECONSIDER

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, at the last call of the calen-
dar there was passed by unanimous consent Senate bill 3793,
to amend section 313 of the Federal Power Act, with respect
to rehearings and court review of orders or findings made
under such act. I was not on the floor at the time, and I
wish at this time to enter a motion to reconsider the vote by
which the bill was passed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion to reconsider will be
entered.

PROPOSED AUDITORIUM IN WASHINGTON, D. C.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the Secretary of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to

-law, a report on the feasibility of constructing an auditorium

in the city of Washington, D. C., which was referred to the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a resolu-
tion adopted by the City Council of New York City, N. Y.,
favoring the enactment of legislation to give home owners
reasonable time to redeem property foreclosed by the Home
Owners’ Loan Corporation, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

He also laid before the Senate resolutions adopted by
Lodge No. 187, of Buffalo, N. Y., and Lodge No. 370, of Par-
sons, Kans., both of the Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen,
favoring the adoption of the resolution (S. Res. 266) increas-
ing the limit of expenditures for the investigation of viola-
tions of the right of free speech and assembly and inter-
ference with the right of labor to organize and bargain col-
lectively, which were referred to the Committee to Audit and
Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate.

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by
the Veterans’ Relief Commission of Madison County, IIL,
favoring the initiation of public-works projects to provide
employment for veterans and other citizens who are out of
work, which was referred to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by the
Demoecratic convention of Orangeburg County, S. C., favor-
ing the policy of the Secretary of State relating to tariff
adjustment through reciprocal-trade agreements, which was
referred to the Committee on Finance.

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted at Bir-
mingham, Ala., by the quadrennial session of the General
Conference of the Methodist Episcopal Church, favoring the
adoption of such policies as will prevent the material and
financial resources of the United States from being used di-
rectly or indirectly kty Japan in that nation’s conflict with
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China, which was referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

Mr. COPELAND presented a resolution adopted by the
City Council of New York City, N. Y., favoring the enact-
ment of Senate bill 2475, to establish fair labor standards
in employment, which was ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. LODGE presented a resolution adopted by the Tax-
payers’ Association of Brookline, Mass., protesting against the
appropriation of additional funds for unemployment relief
except those which are necessary to supplement the relief
programs of the several States and to assist those persons
actually in need, which was referred to the Committee on
Appropriations. ’

RESOLUTIONS FAVORING PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT'S RECOVERY
PROGRAM

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I send to the desk for ap-
propriate reference and ask to have printed in the RECORD
two sets of resolutions from Montana, together with the
letters of transmittal.

There being no objection, the resolutions and letters were
referred to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered
to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

Burre Miners’ UnNioN No. 1,
I.U. or M, M. AND 8. W,
Butte, Mont., April 28, 1938.
Hon. JAmES E. MURRAY,
United States Senate, Washington D. C.

DEeAr SENATOR: Enclosed is a copy of a resolution recently adopted
by the Butte Miners' Union, No. 1, which is self-explanatory.

Enowing your past record in matters of this nature, we feel
gure that you will use your influence to secure the passage of
legislation to provide for the welfare of the unfortunate and
destitute people of this Nation.

Thanking you for past favors, we remain,

Bincerely yours,
Burre Miners' UnioN, No. 1,
By WALTER R. SMITH, Secretary.
[Enclosure ]
Resolution in support of President Roosevelt's recovery program

Whereas President Roosevelt’s recovery program seeks to provide
for the pressing needs of the American people through appropria-
tions of more than £3,000,000,000 for increased relief and W. P, A,
special ald to the farmers and the youth, and which would pro-
vide for a long-awaited housing program through which employ-
ment would be considerably increased; and

Whereas the President's recovery program, so vitally necessary
to the interests of the American people, is threatened by attacks
of monopoly financial and industrial groups through pressure cam-
paigns, artificially stimulated with the ald of millions of dollars,
also through the corporation-controlled press, and being further
threatened by restrictive amendments; and

Whereas the President has correctly stated that the future of
American democracy 1s to a large degree dependent on the meas-
ures to be taken by the National Government to insure the eco-
nomic security and to raise the purchasing power of the American
people; and

Whereas the recovery program would bring immense benefits to
the workers, farmers, and small business groups of Montana: There-
fore be it

Resolved, That the Butte Miners' Union declare its wholehearted
endorsement of President Roosevelt's recovery program as stated
in his message to Congress; and declare its opposition to restrictive
amendments now being put forth by reactionary forces; and be 1t
further

Resolved, That the Miners' Unlon shall organize every possible
means of support in behalf of this program instructing its dele-
gates to the Silver Bow Trades and Labor Council and to the
May 1 convention of the Montana Council for Progressive Folitical
Action to urge adoption of similar resolutions by those bodies;
and be it finally

Resolved, That coples of this resolution be sent to President
Roosevelt, to our Montana Congressman and Senators, to the
Montana Labor News, Peoples Press, Eye-Opener, and also be re-
ferred to the press committee for appropriate comment in the
next issue of the Miner’s Volce.

DEMOCRATIC COUNTY CENTRAL COMMITTEE,
Conmap, MonT., April 28, 1938.
Me. JamES E. MURRAY,
Senator, Washington, D. C.

DeEar SENATOR: We are enclos herewith a copy of a set of
resolutions adopted at a meeting the voters of Pondera County,
Mont., called by myself as chairman of the county Democratic
central committee,

These resolutions express the opinions of this body of rep-
resentative voters of our county, and were adopted unanimously
without a dissenting vote or voice.

It was ordered that one copy be sent to the President, and

one copy to Postmaster General Farley, and a copy to each of our
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Benators and en. We are forwarding these resolutions
to express to you the general attitude of the members of our
party toward the present administrative program.
Yours very truly,
E. F. W¥sE,

Chairman, Democratic County Central Committee.
[Enclosure]
Whereas at a meeting called by the chairman of the Democratic
County Central Committee of Pondera County, and held in the
city of Conrad this 27th day of April 1938, a free and open dis-

cussion has been had concerning the trend of national events
during recent months; and

Whereas after such discussion it appears to be the consensus
of opinion of all those present that President Roosevelt and
his advisers have taken a wise and courageous course in meeting
the present crisis: Therefore be it

Resolved, That this meeting express in emphatic terms its
faith in and fidelity to the leadership of President Roosevelt and
pledge to his administration such support as we may be able to
render in carrying forward the program as outlined by the Presi-

dent in his recent speeches and messages to Congress; and be it
further

Resolved, That we consider the loud cry of danger of a dictator-
ship as propaganda by those opposed to the broad objectives
of the President's program, and that in reality there is no such
danger unless the reactionary forces that brought the country to
the brink of ruin from 1929 to 1933 should again control
of the National Government, and we believe that the Government
of this country was operated under a virtual dictatorship of en-
trenched financial and industrial interests immediately previous
to the election of President Roosevelt, and that the greatest
danger to the liberties of the people would be in a return to
those conditions rather than continuing the course planned by our
great President; and be it further

Resolved, That we respectfully request our two United States
Senators and Representatives in Congress to support the adminis-
tration policies, and to discourage and discontinue any policy
of hampering the general recovery policy by needless opposition
and criticism, now therefore, your committee requests that a
copy of these resolutions be spread upon the minutes of the
Democratic county central committee records, and a copy be
mailed to each of our United States Senators and Members in

Congress.
E. F. WysE,
Chairman, Democratic County Central Committee.
Resolution Committee: H. W. Conrad, A. E. Eathan, Wallace
Busey, Oliver Ellingson, and Wallace Eingsbury.

AGRICULTURAL DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS—REPORT

Under authority of the order of the Senate of the 5th in-
stant, Mr. RusseLL, from the Committee on Appropriations,
to which was referred the bill (H. R. 10238) making appro-
priations for the Department of Agriculture and for the Farm
Credit Administration for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1939, and for other purposes, reported it on May 7, 1938,
with amendments and submitted a report (No. 1727) thereon.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. BAILEY, from the Committee on Claims, to which was
referred the bill (S. 3940) authorizing the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States to adjust and settle the claim of
Oscar L. Mather, reported it without amendment and sub-
mitted a report (No. 1728) thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred
the bill (S. 3739) for the relief of Alpha T, Johnson, reported
it with amendments and submitted a report (No. 1729)
thereon.

He also (for Mr, MirtoNn), from the same committee, to
which were referred the following bills, reported them each
without amendment and submitted reports thereon:

S.3034. A bill for the relief of Faye V. Millie (Rept. No.
1738) ; and

S.3534. A bill for the relief of Christ Rieber (Rept. No.
1739).

Mr. BAILEY also (for Mr. Mirton), from the Committee
on Claims, to which were referred the following bills, reported
them each with amendments and submitted reports thereon:

S.2948. A bill for the relief of A. J. Moses (Rept. No. 1740) ;
and

S. 3470. A bill for the relief of Louis M. Foster (Rept. No.
1741).

Mr. BAILEY also (for Mr. ScawarTz), from the Committee
on Claims, to which was referred the bill (S. 529) for the
relief of Missoula Brewing Co., reported it with an amend-
ment and submitted a report (No. 1746) thereon.




1938

He also (for Mr. Scewartz), from the same committee,
to which were referred the following bills, reported them each
with amendments and submitted reports thereon:

S8.3719. A bill for the relief of Manuel L. Clay (Rept. No.
1748) ; and

S.3720. A bill for the relief of Edward M. Jones (Rept. No.
1747).

Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on Claims, to which
were referred the following bills, reported them each with an
amendment and submitted reports thereon:

S.3446. A bill for the relief of Richard K, Gould (Rept.
No. 1730) ; and

S.3587. A bill for the relief of Mr. and Mrs, P. F. Nixon,
parents of Herschel Lee Nixon, deceased minor son (Rept.
No. 1731).

Mr. TOWNSEND, from the Committee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill (H. R. 4222) for the relief of Mary Kane,
Ella Benz, Muriel Benz, John Benz, and Frank Restis, re-
ported it without amendment and submitted a report (No.
1732) thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred
the bill (S. 662) for the relief of Bertram Rich, reported it
with amendments and submitted a report (No. 1733) thereon.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan, from the Committee on Claims,
to which was referred the bill (H. R. 1872) for the relief of
Martin Bridges, reported it with an amendment and sub-
mitted a report (No. 1734) thereon.

Mr. LOGAN, from the Committee on Claims, to which was
referred the bill (S. 2208) for the relief of Bruce G. Cox, re-
ported it without amendment and submitted a report (No.
1735) thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which were referred
the following bill and joint resolution, reported them each
with amendments and submitted reports thereon:

S.3181. A bill for the relief of Leslie Truax (Rept. No.
1737); and

S.J.Res. 114, Joint resolution for the relief of certain per-
sons who suffered damages occasioned by the establishment
and operation of the Aberdeen Proving Ground (Rept. No.
1736).

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH, from the Committee on Claims,
to which were referred the following bills, reported them
each with amendments and submitted reports thereon: 2

S.3113. A bill for the relief of George W. Mason, trustee
for the Congress Construction Co. (Rept. No. 1742) ; and

S.3295. A bill for the relief of Dravo Corporation (Rept.
No. 1751).

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH also, from the Committee on
Claims, to which were referred the following bills, reported
them each with an amendment and submitted reports
thereon:

H.R.5743. A bill for the relief of Haffenreffer & Co., Inc.,
(Rept. No. 1743) ; and

S.3294. A bill for the relief of Dravo Corporation (Rept.
No. 1744) .

Mr. MILLER, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (S. 3917) authorizing the Presi-
dent to present gold medals to Mrs. Robert Aldrich and
posthumously to Anna Bouligny, reported it without amend-
ment and submitted a report (No. 1745) thereon.

Mr. COPELAND, from the Committee on Commerce, to
which was referred the bill (S. 3276) to amend the Merchant
Marine Act of 1936, and for other purposes, reported it with
amendments and submitted a report (No. 1749) thereon.

Mr. SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Military Affairs,
to which was referred the bill (H. R. 9123) to authorize the
Secretary of War to lease to the village of Youngstown,
N. Y., a portion of the Fort Niagara Military Reservation,
N. Y., reported it without amendment and submitted a report
(No. 1750) thereon.

Mr. BURKE, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to
which was referred the bill (H. R. 4650) to amend section 40
of the United States Employees’ Compensafion Act, as
amended, reported it without amendment and submitted a
report (No. 1752) thereon.
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Mr. CONNALLY, from the Committee on Public Build-
ings and Grounds, to which was referred the bill (S. 3873)
to authorize the construction and operation of an auditorium
in the District of Columbia, reported it with amendments
and submitted a report (No. 17563) thereon. y

Mr, McKELLAR (for Mr. Grass), from the Committee on
Appropriations, to which was referred the joint resolution
(H. J. Res. 623) making available additional funds for the
United States Constitution Sesquicentennial Commission, re-
ported it with an amendment and submitted a report (No.
1754) thereon. :

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

As in executive session,

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and
Post Roads, reported favorably the nominations of sundry
postmasters. :

He also, from the same committee, reported adversely the
nomination of Frank James Growney to be postmaster at
Englewood, N. J., in place of M, A. Whyard, transferred.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reports will be placed
on the Executive Calendar.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED

Bills and joint resolutions were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. BAILEY:

A bill (S. 3967) for the relief of Mabel Foote Ramsey,
widow of William R. Ramsey, Jr., late special agent of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation of the Department of Jus-
tice; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. DAVIS:

A bill (S. 3968) for the relief of Willie H. Lovinggood; to
the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. LODGE:

A bill (S. 3969) to amend section 23 of the act of March 4,
1909, relating to copyrights; to the Committee on Patents.

By Mr. BANKHEAD:

A bill (8. 3970) to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge and causeway across
the water between the mainland, at or near Cedar Point and
Dauphin Island, Ala.; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. MILLER:

A bhill (8. 3971) for the relief of Frieda White; to the Com=-
mittee on Claims.

By Mr. HARRISON:

A bill (8. 3972) to amend the Second Liberty Bond Act, as
amended; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. MURRAY:

A bill (8. 3973) to add certain lands to the Sequoia Na-
tional Park, Calif.; to the Committee on Public Lands and
Surveys.

By Mr. LONERGAN:

A bill (8. 3974) to amend section 3 of the Civil Service Re-
tirement Act of May 29, 1930, as amended; to the Committee
on Civil Service.

A bill (8. 3975) for the relief of Francis M. Johnston; to
the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. LOGAN:

A bill (8. 3976) to authorize the appropriation of funds
for the development of rotary-wing aircraff; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. COPELAND:

A bill (8. 3977) for the relief of Joseph Brum and Gussie
Brum; to the Committee on Immigration.

By Mr. BYRD:

A bill (8. 3978) to exempt certain agricultural cooperatives
from the District of Columbia business privilege tax; and

A bill (S. 3979) to exempt certain persons from the license
requirements of title VI of the District of Columbia Revenue
Act of 1937, as amended; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma:

A bill (S. 3980) relating to restrictions of Osage property
acquired by descent or devise; to the Committee on Indian
Affairs.
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By Mr. BARKLEY (for Mr. BERrY) :

A bill (S.3981) authorizing the President to appoint Paul
B. Parker a major, Infantry, United States Army; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. TYDINGS (by request) :

A bill (S. 3982) to provide revenue for the Government
of the Virgin Islands, to equalize taxation in the Virgin
Islands, and for other purposes; and

A bill (S. 3983) to amend the Liquor Tax Administration
Act, approved June 26, 1936; to the Committee on Territories
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. SHEPPARD:

A bill (S. 3984) for the relief of Barney W. Woods; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. WALSH:

A bill (8. 3985) to provide for the creation, organization,
administration, and maintenance of a Naval Reserve and a
Marine Corps Reserve; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. MILLER:

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 292) directing the Federal
Trade Commission to investigate the methods employed by
the manufacturers of motor-vehicle tires; and

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 293) to provide for a Federal
Trade Commission investigation of unfair practices in the
use of labels and other devices; to the Committee on Inter-
state Commerce.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H. R. 10140) to amend the Federal Aid Road Act,
approved July 11, 1916, as amended and supplemented, and
for other purposes, was read twice by its title and referred
to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads,

AMENDMENT TO SECOND DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. LONERGAN submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the second deficiency appropriation bill,
1939, which was referred to the Committee on Appropria-
tions and ordered to be printed, as follows:

At the proper place in the bill to insert the following:

“For the Coast and Geodetic. Survey, pursuant to general au-

thority heretofore conferred by law, the sum of $5,000 for installa-
tion of selsmographic equipment at some station in Connecticut.”

DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION OF CIVIL
AMENDMENT

Mr. TRUMAN submitted an amendment in the nature of a
substitute intended to be proposed by him to the bill
(S. 3845) to create a Civil Aeronautics Authority, and to pro-
mote the development and safety and to provide for the
regulation of civil aeronautics, which was ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed.

CERTAIN PUBLIC WORKS ON RIVERS AND HARBORS—AMENDMENT

Mr. TYDINGS submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 10298) authorizing the
construction, repair, and preservation of certain public
works on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes, which
was referred to the Committee on Commerce and ordered
to be printed.

PROMOTIONS IN AMERICAN EXPEDITIONARY FORCES—AMENDMENT

Mr. TYDINGS submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the joint resolution (8. J. Res. 265) to
provide for the carrying into effect of certain recommenda~-
tions made for promotions in the American Expeditionary
Forces, which was referred to the Commitiee on Military
Affairs and ordered to be printed.

DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, I submit certain
amendments to Senate bill 3845, to create a Civil Aeronau-
tics Authority, and to promote the development and safety
and to provide for the regulation of civil aeronautics. I ask
that those amendments may be printed and printed in the
Recorp, and that there may be printed in the Recorp also
a short explanation of each amendment.

There being no objection, the amendments intended to be
proposed by Mr. SCHWELLENBACH, together with the explana-
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tions, were ordered to lie on the table and to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

(1) On page 6, line 1, with the word " rta-
tion"”, strike out down to and including the word “in" in line 6.

On page 9, line 7, insert after the comma the following: “in-
cluding the use of any and all facilities of shipment or carriage,
frrespective of any contract, express or implied, for the wuse
thereof, and any and all services in or in connection with such
shipment or carriage.”

Explanation: This amendment is designed to correct a defect
in the definition of “alr transportation.” As the definitions now
read, “air transportation"” is defined to mean transportation by an
air carrier while the term “air carrier” is defined to mean any
citizen of the United States who engages “in air ortation.”
The use of the term “air transportation” in both d tions ren-
ders them meaningless.

(2) On page 17, strike out lines 8 to 13, both inclusive, and in-
sert in lieu thereof the following:

“(b) Transfer of employees and property: Such officers, employ-
ees, and property (including office equipment and official records
as the President shall determine to have been employed by the

of Commerce in the exercise and performance of the
powers and duties vested in and imposed u him by the Alr
Commerce Act of 1926, as amended (44 Stat. 5688; U. 8. C., 1934
ed., title 49, sec. 171 et seq.), and by the Secretary of erce
and the Interstate Commerce Commission in the exercise and per-
formance of the powers and duties vested in and imposed upon
them by the Air Mail Act of 1934, approved June 12, 1934, as
amended (48 Stat, 933, U, 8. C., 1934 ed., supp. II, title 39, sec. 469
et seq.), are transferred to the Authority upon such date as the
President shall specify by Executive order, without reduction in
;he classification or compensation of such officers and employees
or a.”

On page 18, beginning with line 6, strike out down to and in-
cluding the word "“appropriations” in line 16, and insert In lieu
thereri\f the following:

“(c) Transfer of appropriations: Such of the unexpended -
ances of appropriations.” : He,

On page 18, line 23, strike out “are transferred to the Authority"
and insert in lieu thereof the following: *“as the President shall
deem necessary and specify by Executive order, are transferred to
the Authority upon such date as the President shall specify in
such Executive order.”

On page 48, strike out all of lines 14, 15, and 18, and insert in
lieu thereof the following: “heretofore or shall hereafter be fixed
by orders of the Interstate Commerce Commission, pursuant to
p;::cieedings l:n:lstlt'ut,e;?l prit)‘r to the date of enactment of this act,
8 pay compensation for such transportation in accordance
with such orders as if this act had not been enacted.”

Explanation: Section 1106 (b) of the bill provides that pro-
ceedings now pending before the Interstate Commerce Commission
for the determination of air-mail rates shall be continued by the
Interstate Commerce Commission until concluded. However, sub-
sections (b) and (¢) of section 202 provide that the personnel,
property, and appropriations of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission used in connection with such proceedings shall be trans-
ferred to the Authority immediately upon the enactment of the
act. This provision for immediate transfer of personnel, prop-
erty, and appropriations would make it impossible for the Com-
mission to continue the mall rate proceedings as is required by
section 1106 (b). The continuance of these proceedings by that
Commission is important in view of the fact that considerable time
and effort have already been devoted to them, and if, upon the
enactment of the bill, the ngs were transferred at once to
the Authority, delay would occur while the Authority was becom-
ing familiar with the matter and It would be necessary that a
considerable proportion of the work already done in the proceed-
ings be done again. This amendment removes this inconsistency
by providing that the transfer of personnel, property, and appro-
priations to the Authority shall be upon such dates as the Presi-
dent shall specify by Executive order.

(3) On page 20, line 25, strike out the words “or experimental”™
and insert after “and” the word “service.”

On page 24, line 25, insert after the period the following new

aph:

“(8) The Authority is empowered to undertake or supervise such
developmental work and service testing as tends to the creation of
improved air-navigation facilities, alrcraft, aircraft engines, pro-
pellers, and appliances.”

Explanation: Section 203 (c) authorizes the Authority to pur-
chase aircraft, aircraft engines, ete., for the purpose of undertaking
and supervising “developmental or experimental work and testing.”
The bill, however, falls to vest in the Authority any express power
to undertake such developmental work. Accordingly, the amend-
ment inserts a provision granting the Authority such express power,
In addition, the language of the bill above quoted would permit
the Authority to undertake developmental and experimental work
which would duplicate and conflict with similar work of the Na-
tional Advisory Committee for Aeronautics. The amendment also
changes the language of the bill in this respect so as to remove

such conflict of jurisdiction.
(4) On page 32, beginning with the colon In line 9, strike out
down to and including the word “interest” in line 13.
Explanation: The proviso stricken out by this amendment em-
powers the Authority to exempt from the provisions of section 401
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of the bill air carriers who are not directly engaged in the opera-
tion of aircraft. This provision is unnecessary in view of the fact
that a similar authority to exempt such air carriers from any
provision of the act is granted in section 1 of the bill.

(5) On page 39, beginning with the word “It” in line 24, strike
out down to and including the word “certificate” in line 1 on
page 40 and insert in lieu thereof the following: *Whenever so
authorized by its certificate, any air carrier.”

On page 40, line 21, strike out the words “upon application and.”

On page 48, line 6, insert after “authorizing” the word “the";
and insert after “transportation” the words “of mail by aircraft.”

On page 48, line 10, before the period, insert a comma and the
following: *“or upon a determination by the Authority that a cer-
tificate should not be issued.”

On page 48, line 24, insert after “authorizing” the word *“the”;
and in line 25 insert after “transportation” the words *“of mail by
alrcraft.”

Explanation: The purpose of this amendment is to make it clear
that an alr carrier may not transport mail unless it is expressly
authorized to do so by the Authority in the certificate of conven-
fence and necessity issued to the air carrier. It appears from the
language of the bill that it is the theory of the bill that all air
carriers who hold certificates from the Authority may transport
mail whenever required by the Postmaster General whether or not
they are expressly authorized in their certificates to transport mail.
It is believed, however, that if an orderly development of all phases
of air transportation is to be furthered, the Authority should have
the power to determine whether it is consistent with the public
ccnvenience and necessity for a particular air carrier to be required
to transport mail. Accordingly, the amendment changes the lan-
guage of the bill so as to clearly provide that an air carrier shall
transport mail only when authorized to do so in its certificate by
the Authority.

(6) On page 69, strike out all of lines 17 to 25, inclusive, and
on page 70 strike out all of lines 1 to 3, inclusive, and insert in
Heu thereof the following:

“(a) For any alr carrier to have and retain an officer or director
who is an officer, director, stockholder, or member in any other
person who is a common carrier or is engaged in any phase of
aeronautics;

“(b) For any alr carrier, knowingly and willfully, to have and
retain an officer or director who has a representative or nominee
who represents such officer or director as an officer, director, stock-
holder, or member in any other person who is a common carrier
or is engaged in any phase of aeronautics;

“(e) For any person who is an officer or director of an air car-
rier to hold the position of officer, director, stockholder, or mem-
ber or to have a representative or nominee who represents such
person as an officer, director, stockholder, or member, in any
other person who is a common carrier or is engaged in any phase of
aeronautics;

“(d) For any alr carrier to have and retain an officer or director
who is an officer, director, stockholder, or member in any person
whose principal business, in purpose or in fact, is the holding of
stock in. or control of, any other person engaged in any phase of
aeronautics;

“(e) For any air carrier, knowingly and willfully, to have and
retain an officer or director who has a representative or nominee
who represents such officer or director as an officer, director, stock-
holder, or member in any person whose principal business, in pur-
pose or in fact, is the holding of stock in, or control of, any other
person engaged in any phase of aeronautics; or

“(f) For any person who is an officer or director of an air car-
rier to hold the position of officer, director, stockholder, or member,
or to have a representative or nominee who represents such person
as an officer, director, stockholder, or member in any person whose
principal business, In or in fact, is the holding of stock in,
or control of, any other person engaged in any phase of aero-
nautics.”

Explanation: Under the bill it is made unlawful for an air car-
rier “knowingly and willfully” to have an officer or director who,
directly or by means of a representative or nominee, is an officer,
director, stockholder, or member in another aeronautical company
or common carrier. The malntenance of such relationship by an
officer or director of an air carrier by means of a representative
or nominee may be difficult for an air carrier to ascertain, and
accordingly it seems proper that such relationship, so far as the
air carrier is concerned, should be unlawful only if the carrier
has knowledge of the existence of the relationship. However, if
such relationship is maintained directly, it is believed that the
requirement that the air carrier may be made responsible only if
it permits the existence of the relationship “kEnowingly and will-
fully” would nullify the value of this prohibition because of the
difficulty of establishing proof of such knowledge. Accordingly,
the amendment redrafts these provisions so as to insert the re-
quirement that the air carrier have knowledge of the relation-
ship only where the relationship is maintained by its officer or
director through a representative or nominee.

(7) On pages 103, 104, and 105, strike out all of sections 803 and
804

Explanation: SBections 803 and 804 of the bill, which are stricken
out by this amendment, rewrite the provisions of the Air Com-
merce Act, which authorize the Secretary of the Treasury to desig-
nate ports of entry for aircraft and to extend the customs and
public health laws to aircraft, and which authorize the Secretary
of Labor to designate ports of entry for aliens arriving by aircraft
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and to extend the immigration laws to aircraft. Under the Air
Commerce Act, violations of these provisions are made subject to
a civil penalty of $500, which penalty may be remitted by the
Secretaries of the Treasury and Labor, respectively, The bill,
however, provides no express penalty for violations relating to
these sections, although it, repeals the penalty provisions of the
Air Commerce Act, and apparently the only penalty provided for
violations of ation, customs, and public-health laws, as
extended to aircraft, is the general criminal penalty of the bill.
While a civil penalty is bed in the bill for violations of
other provisions of the bill, if this penalty provision were amended
80 as to be applicable to violations under sections 803 and B804,
& considerably different penalty would be provided than under the
present Air Commerce Act, in that the civil penalty under the
bill is a penalty “of not to exceed 8500 * * * commensurate
with the seriousness of the violation,” and no provision is made
for remission or mitigation. In order, therefore, to retain the
civil penalty for violations of the provisions embodied in sections
803 and 804 similar to that provided by existing law, which is
operating satisfactorily, these two sections of the bill are stricken
out by the amendment, and the analogous provisions of the Air
Commerce Act, together with the penalty prescribed in that act,
are preserved.

(8) On page 108, between lines 8 and 9, insert the following
new subsection:

“(c) Compromise: Any penalty incurred under the provisions of
subsection (a) of this section may be compromised by the Author-
ity or the Postmaster General, as the case may be.”

Explanation: Section 901 (a) of the bill provides for a civil
penalty of not to exceed $500 for violations of the provisions of
the bill relating to safety and violations of the rules and regula-
tions of the Postmaster General relating to the carriage of mail
by aircraft. However, no provision is made for remission, mitiga-
tion, or compromise. Comnsequently it would be necessary for the
Authority to file suit in court in each case in order to impose and
collect the penalty. The amendment would empower the Author-
ity or the Postmaster General, as the case may be, to enter into
a8 compromise with the violator concerning the penalty. Thus
without going to court it would be possible under the amend-
ment for the Authority and the Postmaster General, in cases
where the seriousness of the violation does not justify the im-
position of the maximum penalty of $500, to agree with the vio=
lator through compromise for the imposition and payment of a
lighter penalty, and thus the burdensome requirement of apply-
ing to court, even for minor violations in which penalties of $10,
$15, or $20 will be imposed, will be avoided by a compromise
procedure in cases where the penalty can be agreed upon by the
parties.

(9) On page 1385, strike out all of lines 14 to 20, inclusive, and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“(c) Section 5 (a) of the Federal Trade Commission Act, ap-
proved September 26, 1914, as amended (38 Stat. 719; U. 8. C,
1034 ed., title 15, sec. 41), is further amended by inserting before
the words ‘and persons’' the following: ‘air carriers and foreign
alr carriers subject to the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938.”

Explanation: Bection 1105 (c) of the bill amends section 5 of
the Federal Trade Commission Act so as to exempt air carriers
and foreign alr carriers from the jurisdiction of the Federal Trade
Commission. This exemption is necessary because the bill em-
powers the Authority to pass upon unfair competition or other
practices involving air transportation. However, the amendment,
as contained in this bill, is made upon the basis of the Federal
Trade Commission Act before its recent amendment, and in view
of the alteration of the language of section 5 the present pro-
vision of the bill is meaningless. The proposed amendment to the
bill would correct this defect.

(10) On page 24, line 23, change the comma to a period and
strike out all of lines 24 and 25.

Explanation: The provisions stricken out by this amendment
would prohibit the Authority from establishing a laboratory or
research agency. This prohibition overlooks the fact that it will .
be necessary for the Authority, in issuing safety certificates for
alreraft, to make tests in connection therewith. In making such
tests, 1t may be necessary for the Authority to maintain a labora-
tory or research agency in order to effectively carry out its func-
tions in this respect.

(11) On page 29, lines 20 to 24, both inclusive, strike out all of
subsection (d).

Explanation: This subsection authorizes the Authority to classify
and rate alr-navigation facilities. Section 608 of the bill grants
a similar power in substantially the same language and the provi-
sion stricken by the amendment is, therefore, unnecessary. Sec-
tion 304 (d), rather than sectlon 606, is stricken because the former
would not empower the Authority to rate facilities established by
it, although such rating may be desirable in the interest of safety.

(12) On page 107, line 19, insert after the semicolon the follow=
ing: *“(2) operates any aircraft within any air-space reservation
otherwise than in conformity with the Executive orders regulating
such reservations;” and in line 22 change “(2)” to “(3)".

Explanation: Section 301 of the bill rewrites the provisions of the
Alr Commerce Act authorizing the President to set aside air-space
reservations. Under the provisions of the Air Commerce Act, a
civil penalty of $500 is provided for the operation of aircraft in
violation of the rules prescribed by the President governing these
reservations, but this provision is repealed by the bill. The bill
fails to provide for any express penalty for such violations, and
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apparently the penalty applicable, if any, is the general criminal
penalty provision of the bill. The amendment provides that such
violations shall be subject to the civil penalty of $500 prescribed
in section 901 of the bill.

(18) On page 136, line 24, strike out the first “and” and insert
in lieu thereof a comma, and insert after “(¢)™ a comma and the
following: “and the first sentence of section B.”

Explanation: This amendment would preserve the first sentence
of section 8 of the Air Commerce Act. That sentence provides for
an “Assistant Secretary of Commerce for Aeronautics” and is re-
pealed by the bill. The duties of the office of Assistant Secretary
provided for in that act have subsequently been expanded by
Executive Order No. 6166 of June 10, 1933. By virtue of that
order this office has become an office of Assistant Becretary of
Commerce, vested with such functions as are assigned to it by the
Becretary, and is no longer confined to aeronautics, but has under
it other bureaus of the Department of Commerce. In order to
avold the implication that this office as constituted under Executive
order 6166 is abolished, the proposed amendment would preserve
the provision of the Air Commerce Act which created it.

(14) On page 137, between lines 2 and 3, insert the following new

subsection:

*“(h) Section 11 of the act of October 15, 1914, as amended (38
Btat. 734; U. 8. C., 1934 ed., title 15, sec. 21), is amended by in-
serting after the word ‘energy’; the following: ‘in the Civil Aero-
nautics Authority where applicable to air carriers and foreign air
carriers subject to the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938’; and by in-
serting after the word ‘commission’ wherever it appears in that
section a comma and the word ‘authority.’ "

Explanation: This amendment amends the Clayton Act so as to
vest the enforcement of sections 2, 3, 7, and 8 of that act in the
new Civil Aeronautics Authority. This is to bring the bill into
conformity with the similar provisions of the Clayton Act with
respect to the Interstate Commerce Commission and the Federal
Communications Commission.

(156) On page 137, between lines 2 and 3, insert the following
new subsection:

*(1) The ninth paragraph of the act approved March 3, 1915, en-
titled *An act making appropriations for the naval service for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1916, and for other p ', as amended
(38 Stat. 930; U. 8. O, 1934 ed. title 50, sec. 151), is further
amended by inserting after the words ‘naval aeronautics’; in that
paragraph the following: ‘two members from the Civil Aeronautics
Authority’; and by striking out the word ‘eight’ in that paragraph
and Inserting in lieu thereof the word ‘six.’”

Explanation: This amendment will insure that the new Civil
Aeronautics Authority, which will exercise all of the Federal func-
tions relating to civil aviation, will be represented on the National
Advisory Committee for Aeronautics.

(16) On page 13, line 25, strike out the words “Civil Aeronautics
Authority” and insert in lieu thereof “Federal Air Authority.”

On page 135, line 13, strike out the words “Civil Aeronautics
Authority” and insert in lieu thereof “Federal Air Authority.”

Explanation: This amendment changes the name of the Author-
ity from the Civil Aeronautics Authority to the Federal Air
Authority. It has been suggested that the name substituted by
the amendment is more apt in that it indicates the broad scope
of the powers of the new agency over aviation.

(17) On page 14, lines 1 to 4, strike out all of the matter con-
tained in the parentheses.

On page 14, strike out all of the sentence beginning in line 10,
and Insert in lleu thereof the following: “The President shall
designate annually one of the members of the Authority as
chairman and one as vice chairman who shall act as chairman in
the absence or incapacity of the chairman.”

Explanation: The bill now provides that one member of the
Authority shall be appointed as chairman and one as vice chair-
man, each to serve as such during his entire tenure of office.
The amendment, however, would provide that the chairman and
vice chairman be designated annually by the President. It is
* believed that the chairmanship and vice chairmanship of the
Authority should rotate among the various members in order to
insure harmony within the organization and prevent an unhealthy
domination by a long-term chairman.

REPRESENTATIVE GOVERNMENT—ADDRESS BY SENATOR SCHWELLEN-
BACH

[Mr. HircHcock asked and obtained leave to have printed
in the Recorp a radio address delivered by Senator ScHWEL-
LENBACH on May 8, 1938, which appears in the Appendix.]

BUSINESS CYCLES—ADDRESS BY PROF. FRANK O’HARA

[Mr. Murray asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the Recorp an address on the subject Business Cycles,
delivered by Frank O’Hara, Ph. D., professor of economics,
Catholic University of America, at the National Catholic
Social Action Conference in Milwaukee, Wis.,, on May 2,
1938, which appears in the Appendix.]

ADMINISTRATION OF W. P. A.

[Mr. TrRoMman asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the Recorp an article under the heading “Hopkins Fights
Politics,” by Raymond Clapper, published in the Washington
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Daily News of Monday, May 9, 1939, which appears in the
Appendix.]

SUGGESTED BREATHING SPELL FOR BUSINESS—EDITORIAL FROM
WASHINGTON TIMES

[Mr. ScaweLLENBACH asked and obtained leave to have
printed in the Recorp an editorial from the Washington
Times which appears in the Appendix.]

TAX REVISION—CONFERENCE REPORT (S. DOC. NO. 177)

Mr, HARRISON. Mr. President, I present the conference

report on House bill 9682, being the tax bill, and move its
immediate consideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report will be read.
The Chief Clerk read the report, as follows:

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to %he bill 0(‘!E.u:'@l"l?.
9682) to provide revenue, equalize taxation, and for other pur-
poses, having met, after .full and free conference, have agreed to
i‘ecommend and do recommend to their respective Houses as fol-
OWS .

That the House recede from its ment to the amend-
ments of the Senate numbered 2, 3, 4, 12, 14, 18, 17, 25, 28, 29,
30, 81, 32, 35, 43, 45, 46, 50, 51, 53, 55, 65, 66, 70, 74, 75, 76, ™.
78, 80, 81, 82, 81, 95, 96, 97, 135, 136, 137, 138, 139, 140, 141, 143,
143, 144, 147, 156, 160, 161, 162, 163, 164, 165, 166, 170, 171, 173
179, 180, 181, 183, 184, 185, 186, 188, 189, 190, 191, 192, 193, 194:
185, 196, 197, 188, 200, 212, 216, 217, 218, 219, 220, 221, 222, 223,
224, 225, 226, 227, 228, and 229, and agree to the same.

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 1, 5,
7, 8, 9, 11, 13, 18, 19, 23, 24, 26, 33, 34, 36, 37, 38, 30, 40, 41, 48,
40, 56, 57, 59, 61, 63, 67, 68, 71, 83, B4, 85, 86, 87, 89, 90, 92, 93, 94,
98, 89, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 113, 114,
116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 125, 126, 127, 128, 129
130, 131, 133, 133, 134, 145, 146, 148, 149, 151, 153, 154, 155, 158,

i ; , y , 177, 178, 182, 187, 208, 204, 2 £ ,
213, 230, 237, and 239. % % Ayl

Amendment numbered 6: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 8, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following:

“Sec. 13. Tax on corporations in general.

“(a) Adjusted net income: For the purposes of this title the

‘adjusted net income’ means the net income minus the
credit provided in section 26 (a), relating to interest on certain
obligations of the United States and Government tions.

“(b) Imposition of tax: There shall be levied, collected, and paid
for each taxable year upon the net income of every corporation
the net income of which is more than $25,000 (except a corporation
subject to the tax imposed by section 14, section 231 (a), Supple-
gelitms(}, orﬂﬁupplemeafx Q) a tax computed under subsection (c)

section or a computed under subsection
section, which ever tax is the ?esser. -, £hte

“{c) General rule: The tax computed under this subsection shall
be as follows:

“(1) A tentative tax shall first be computed
centum of the adjusted net income. i U8 W ke

*(2) The tax shall be the tentative tax reduced by the sum of—

“(A) 16% per centum of the credit for dividends received pro-
vided in section 26 (b); and

“(B) 2}, per cenfum of the dividends paid credit provided in sec-
gon 27, but not to exceed 2}, per centum of the adjusted net

come.

“(d) Alternative tax (corporations with net income slightly
more than $25,000):

*“(1) If no portion of the income consists of interest allowed
as a credit by section 26 (a) (relating to interest on certain obli-
gatlons of the United States and Government corporations), or of
dividends of the class with respect to which credit is allowed by
section 26 (b), then the tax computed under this subsection shall
be equal to $3,525, plus 32 per centum of the amount of the net
income in excess of $25,000.

*(2) If any portion of the gross income consists of such interest
or dividends, then the tax computed under this subsection shall
be as follows:

“(A) The net income shall be divided into two divisions, the
first division consisting of $25,000, and the second division con-
sisting of the remainder of the net income,

“(B) To the first division shall be allocated, until an aggregate
of $25,000 has been so allocated: First, the portion of the gross
income consisting of such interest; second, the portion of the gross
income consisting of such dividends; and third, an amount equal
to the excess, if any, of $25,000 over the amounts already allocated
to the first division.

*“(C) To the second division shall be allocated, until there has
been so allocated an aggregate equal to the excess of the net income
over $25,000: First, the portion of the gross income consisting of
such interest which is not already allocated to the first division;
second, the portion of the gross income consisting of such dividends
which is not already allocated to the first' division; and third, an
amount equal to the excess, if any, of the net income over the
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sum of $25,000 plus the amounts already allocated to the second
division.

“(D) The tax shall be equal to the sum of the following:

“{1) A tax on the $25,000 allocated to the first division, computed
under section 14 (c¢), on the basis of the allocation made to the
first division and as if the amount so allocated constituted the
entire net income of the corporation.

“(i1) 12 per centum of the dividends received allocated as such to
the second division.

“(1i1) 82 per centum of the remainder of the amount allocated
to the second division, except interest allowed as a credit under
section 26 (a).

“(e) Corporations in bankruptcy and receivership: If a do-
mestic corporation is for any portion of the taxable year in bank-
ruptcy under the laws of the United States, or insolvent and in
receivership in any court of the United States or of any State,
Territory, or the District of Columbia, then, when the tax is com-
puted under subsection (c¢), the tentative tax shall be reduced by
21, per centum of the adjusted net income, instead of by 214
per centum of the dividends paid credit.

“(f) Joint-Stock Land Banks: In the case of a joint-stock
land bank under the Federal Farm Loan Act, as
amended, when the tax is computed under subsection (c), the
tentative tax shall be reduced by 2, per centum of the adjusted
net income, instead of by 2% per centum of the dividends paid

credit.

“(g) Rental Housing Corporations: In the case of a corpora-
tion which at the close of the taxable year is regulated or re-
stricted by the Federal Housing Administrator under section 207
{b) (2) of the National Housing Act, as amended, when the tax
is computed under subsection (c), the tentative tax shall be re-
duced by 2% per centum of the adjusted net income, instead of by
21, per centum of the dividends paid credit; but only if such
Administrator certifies to the Commissioner the fact that such
regulation or restriction existed at the close of the taxable year.
It shall be the duty of such Administrator promptly to make such
certification to the Commissioner after the close of the taxable
year of each corporation which is so regulated or restricted by
him

“(h) Exempt corporations: For corporations exempt from taxa-
tion under this title, see section 101.

“(1) Tax on personal holding companies: For surtax on per-
sonal holding companies, see title IA.

“(J) Improper accumulation of surplus: For surtax on cor-
porations which accumulate surplus to avoid surtax on share-
holders, see section 102.

" “Sgc. 14. Tax on special classes of corporations.

“(a) Bpecial class net income: For the purposes of this title the
term ‘special class net income’ means the adjusted net income
minus the credit for dividends received provided in section 26 (b).

““(b) There shall be levied, collected, and paid for each taxable
year upon the special class net income of the following corpera-
tions (in lieu of the tax imposed by section 13) the tax herein-
after in this section specified.

“(e) Corporations with net incomes of not more than $25,000:
If the net income of the corporation is not more than $25,000,
and if the corporation does not come within one of the classes
specified in subsection (d), (e), (f), or (g) of this section, the
tax shall be as follows:

‘“Upon special class net incomes not In excess of $5,000, 121, per

tum.

cen
“$625 upon special class net incomes of $5,000, and upon special
class net incomes in excess of $5,000 and not in excess of $20,000,
14 per centum in addition of such excess.
82,725 upon special class nmet incomes of $20,000, and upon
class net incomes in excess of $20,000, 16 per centum in
addition of such excess.
“(d) Special classes of corporations: In the case of the fol-
corporations the tax shall be an amount equal to 161, per
centum of the special class net income, regardless of the amount

thereof:

*“(1) Banks, as defined in section 104.

“(2) Corporations organized under the China Trade Act, 1922,

*(3) Corporations which, by reason of deriving a large portion
of their gross income from sources within a possession of the
United States, are entitled to the benefits of section 251,

*“(e) Foreign corporations.—

"(1) In the case of a foreign corporation d in trade or
business within the United States or having an office or place of
business therein, the tax shall be an amount equal to 19 per
centum of the special class net income, regardless of the amount
thereof.

“(2) In the case of a foreign corporation not engaged in trade or
business within the United States and not having an office or place
orhm;ineastherein.thetaxshauneaspmﬂdedmsmlon
231 (a).

*(f) Insurance companies: In the case of insurance companies,
the tax shall be as provided in Supplement G.

““(g) Mutual investment companies: In the case of mutual
investment companies, as defined in Supplement @, the tax shall
be as provided in such Supplement.

“(h) Exempt corporations: For corporations exempt from tax-
ation under this title, see section 101.

“(1) Tax on rsonal holding companies: For surtax on -
sonal holding oopn:panles. see Title IA. R

“(}) Improper accumulation of surplus: For surtax on cor-
porations which accumulate surplus to avoid surtax on share-
holders, see section 102,

“Sec. 15. Corporate taxes effective for two taxable years.

“The taxes imposed by section 13, section 14 (except subsection
(e) (2)), Bupplement G, or Supplement Q, of this Act, or by
section 13, section 14, or Supplement G of the Revenue Act of 1936,
gl;aail;l”not apply to any taxable year beginning after December 31,

And the Benate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 10: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 10, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: Omit the matter
proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment, and on page
26, after line 2, of the House bill insert the following:

*(d) Inventories in certain industries.—

“(1) Producers and processors of certain non-ferrous metals:
A taxpayer shall be entitled to elect the method of taking in-
ventories provided in paragraph (2) if his principal business is—

“(A) Smelting non-ferrous ores or concentrates, or refining non-
ferrous metals, or both; or

“(B) Producing brass, copper products, or brass products, or
any one or more of them, not further advanced than rods, sheets,
tubes, bars, plates, or strips.

“(2) Inventories of raw materials: A taxpayer entitled to elect,
and who has so elected, shall, in taking his inventory as of the
close of any taxable year beginning after December 31, 1938, of
raw materials which are— .

“(A) used in a business described in paragraph (1); and

“(B) not yet included in goods in process or finished goods; and
m“(;&‘) so intermingled that they cannot be identified with specific

voices;
treat such raw materials remaining on hand as being: First,
those included in the inventory as of the beginning of the taxable
year (in the order of acquisition) to the extent thereof, and
wnd, those acquired in the taxable year, in the order of acquisi-

n.

“(3) Tanners: A taxpayer whose principal business is tanning
hides or skins, or both, shall be entitled to elect (with respect to
any taxable year beginning after December 31, 1938) the method
provided in paragraph (2) as to the raw materials (including those
included in goods in process and in finished goods) in the busi-
ness of tanning hides, or skins, or both, if so intermingled that
they cannot be identified with specific invoices.

“(4) Inventories at cost: In the case of the application of the
provisions of paragraph (2) or (3) all Inventories of such ma-
terials shall be taken at cost, including the inventory as of the
close of the preceding taxable year.

*“(6) Election of method: The method provided in paragraph
(2) or (3) shall not be applied unless the taxpayer, at or before
the filing of his return for the preceding taxable year, has filed
with the Commissioner his election to have it apply.

“(6) Regulations as to change: The change to such method
shall be made in accordance with: such regulations as the Com-
missioner, with the approval of the Secrefary, may prescribe as
necessary to prevent the avoidance of tax.

“(7) Change to different method: An election made under this
subsection shall be irrevocable and the method so elected shall be
applied in all subsequent taxable years notwithstanding any
change in the principal business of the taxpayer, unless with the
approval of the Commissioner to a different method 1is
authorized, and then upon such terms and conditions and in
accordance with such regulations as the Commissioner, with the
approval of the Becretary, may prescribe.”

On page 26, line 3, of the House bill, strike out *“(d)” and
insert “(e).”

On page 26, line 6, of the House bill, strike out “(e)” and

On page 26, line 9, of the House bill, strike out “(f)” and
On page 26, line 13, of the House bill, strike out “(g)” and

Oon ;‘:'?51;?"26. line 16, of the House hbill, strike out “(h)" and

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 15: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 15, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lHeu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following:

“(1) General rule: Debts ascertained to be worthless and
charged off within the taxable year (or, in the discretion of the
Commissioner, a reasonable addition to a reserve for bad debts);
and when satisfied that a debt ls recoverable only in part, the
Commissioner may allow such debt, in an amount not in excess
of the part charged off within the taxable year, as a deduction.
This paragraph shall not apply in the case of a taxpayer, other
than a bank, as defined in section 104, with respect to a debt evi-
denced by a security as defined in paragraph (3) of this sub-
section.

“(2) Becurities becoming worthless: If any securities (as defined
in paragraph (3) of this subsection) are ascertained to be worth-
less and charged off within the taxable year and are capital assets,
the loss resulting therefrom shall, in the case of a taxpayer other
than a bank, as defined in section 104, for the purposes of this
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title, be considered as a loss from the sale or exchange, on the
last day of such taxable year, of capital assets.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 20: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 20, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: Restore the
matter proposed to be stricken out by the Senate amendment, and
on page 47, line 20, of the House bill after “years" insert "“begin-
ning after December 31, 1935"” and a comma; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 21: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Benate numbered 21, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following:

“(e) Dividends pald credit:
credit, see section 27.

“(f) Consent dividends credit:
dends credit, see section 28.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 22: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 22, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following:

“Sgc. 27. Corporation dividends pald credit.

*“(a) Definition in general: As used in this title with respect
to any taxable year the term ‘dividends paid credit’ means the
sum of:

“(1) The basic surtax credit for such year, computed as pro-
vided in subsection (b);

“(2) The dividend carry-over to such year, computed as pro-
vided in subsection (c);

“(8) The amount, if any, by which any deficit in the accumu-
lated earnings and profits, as of the close of the preceding taxable
year (whether beginning on, before, or after January 1, 1838),
exceeds the amount of the credit provided in section 28 (c)
(relating to net operating losses), for such preceding taxable year
(if beginning after December 31, 1837); and

*“{4) Amounts used or irrevocably set aside to pay or to retire
indebtedness of any kind, if such amounts are reasonable with
respect to the size and terms of such indebtedness. As used in
this paragraph the term ‘indebtedness’ means only an indebted-
ness of the corporation existing at the close of business on
December 31, 1937, and evidenced by a bond, note, debenture,
certificate of indebtedness, mortgage, or deed of trust, issued by
the corporation and in existence at the close of business on
December 81, 1937, or by a bill of exchange accepted by the
corporation prior to, and in existence at, the close of business on
such date, Where the indebtedness is for a principal sum, with
interest, no credit shall be allowed under this paragraph for
amounts used or set aside to pay such interest.

*(b) Basic surtax credit: As used in this title the term ‘basie
surtax credit’ means the sum of:

(1) The dividends paid during the taxable year, increased by
the consent dividends credit provided in section 28, and reduced
by the amount of the credit provided in section 26 (a), relating
to interest on certain obligations of the United States and Govern-
ment corporations;

#(2) In the case of a taxable year beginning after December
81, 1938, the mnet operating loss credit provided in ' section
26 (c) (1);

“(8) The bank affiliate credit provided in section 26 (d).
“The aggregate of the amounts under paragraphs (2) and (3)
shall not exceed the adjusted net income for the taxable year.

*“(c) Dividend carry-over: There shall be computed with re-
spect to each taxable year of a corporation a dividend carry-over
to such year from the two preceding taxable years, which shall
consist of the sum of— i

“(1) The amount of the basic surtax credit for the second

taxable year, reduced by the adjusted net income for
such year, and further reduced by the amount, if any, by which
the adjusted net income for the first preceding taxable year
exceeds the sum of—

“(A) The basic surtax credit for such year; and

#“(B) The excess, if any, of the baslc surtax credit for the third
preceding taxable year (if not beginning before January 1, 1936)
over the adjusted net income for such year; and

“(2) The amount, if any, by which the basic surtax credit for

the first preceding taxable year exceeds the adjusted net income
for such year.
“In the case of a preceding taxable year, referred to in this sub-
section, which begins in 1936 or 1837, the adjusted net income
shall be the adjusted net income as defined in section 14 of the
Revenue Act of 1938, and the basic surtax credit shall be only
the dividends paid credit computed under the Revenue Act of
1936 without the benefit of the dividend carry-over provided in
section 27 (b) of such Act.

“(d) Dividends in kind: If a dividend is paid In property other
than money (including stock of the corporation if held by the cor-
poration as an investment) the amount with respect thereto which
shall be used in computing the basic surtax credit shall be the ad-
Jjusted basis of the property in the hands of the corporation at the
time of the payment, or the fair market value of the property at
the time of the payment, whichever is the lower.

“(e) Dividends in obligations of the corporation: If a divi-
dend is pald in obligations of the corporation, the amount with

For corporation consent divi-
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respect thereto which shall be used in computing the basle surtax
credit shall be the face value of the obligations, or their fair market
value at the time of the payment, whichever is the lower, If the
fair market value of any such dividend paid in any taxable year
of the corporation beginning after December 31, 1935, is lower than
the face value, then when the obligation is redeemed by the cor-
poration in a taxable year of the corporation beginning after De-
cember 31, 1837, the excess of the amount for which redeemed over
the fair market value at the time of the dividend payment (to the
extent not allowable as a deduction in computing net income for
any taxable year) shall be treated as a dividend paid in the taxable
year In which the redemption occurs.

“(f) Taxable stock dividends: In case of a stock dividend or
stock right which is a taxable dividend in the hands of share-
holders under section 115 (f), the amount with respect thereto
which shall be used in computing the basic surtax credit shall be
the fair market value of the stock or the stock right at the time
of the payment.

“(g) Distributions in liguidation: In the case of amounts dis-
tributed in liguidation the part of such distribution which is
properly chargeable to the earnings or profits accumulated after
February 28, 1013, shall, for the purposes of computing the basic
sl;lr;ax credit under this section, be treated as a taxable dividend
paid,

“(h) Preferential dividends: The amount of any distribution
(although each portion thereof is received by a shareholder as a
taxable dividend), not made in connection with a consent distribu-
tion (as defined in section 28 (a) (4)), shall not be considered as
dividends paid for the purpose of computing the basic surtax credit,
unless such distribution is pro rata, with no preference to any share
of stock as compared with other shares of the same class, and with
no preference to one class of stock as compared with another class
except to the extent that the former is entitled (without reference
to waivers of their rights by shareholders) to such preference. For
a8 dt!i;tribal.auon made in connection with a consent distribution, see
section 28.

“(1) Nontaxable distributions: If any part of a distribution
(Including stock dividends and stock rights) is not a taxable divi-
dend in the hands of such of the shareholders as are subject to tax-
ation under this title for the period in which the distribution is
made, such part shall not be included in computing the basic
surtax credit.

“Sec, 28. Consent dividends credit.

“(a) Definitions: As used in this section—

“(1) Consent stock: The term ‘consent stock’ means the class
or classes of stock entitled, after the payment of preferred dividends
(as defined in paragraph (2)), to share in the distribution (other
than in complete or partial liquidation) within the taxable year
of all the remaining earnings or profits, which share constitutes
the same proportion of such distribution regardless of the amount
of such distribution. i

“(2) Preferred dividends: The term ‘preferred dividends' means
a distribution (other than in complete or partial liquidation),
limited in amount, which must be made on any class of stock
before a further distribution (other than in complete or partial
ligquidation) of earnings or profits may be made within the taxable

year.

“(3) Consent dividends day: The term ‘consent dividends day
means the last day of the taxable year of the corporation, unless
during the last month of such year there have occurred one or
more days on which was payable a partial distribution (as defined
in para%-j.ph (5)), in which case it means the last of such days.

“(4) nsent distribution: The term ‘consent distribution’
means the distribution which would have been made if on the con-
sent dividends day (as defined in paragraph (3)) there had actu-
ally been distributed. in cash and received by each shareholder mak~
ing a consent filed by the corporation under subsection (d), the
specific amount stated in such consent.

“(6) Partial distribution: The term ‘partial distribution’ means
such part of an actual distribution, payable during the last month
of the taxable year of the corporation, as constitutes a distribution
on the whole or any part of the consent stock (as defined in para-
graph (1)), which part of the distribution, if considered by itself
an.é not in connection with a consent distribution (as defined in
lpna.mgraph g}(k) would be a preferential distribution, as defined

*“(68) Preferential distribution: The term ‘preferential distribu-
tion' means a distribution which is not pro rata, or which is with
preference to any share of stock as compared with other shares of
the same class, or to any class of consent stock as compared with
any other class of consent stock.

“(b) Corporations not entitled to credit: A corporation ghall
not be entitled to a consent dividends credit with respect to any
taxable year— £

*“(1) Unless, at the close of such year, all preferred dividends
(for the taxable year and, if cumulative, for prior taxable years)
have been paid; or

“(2) If, at any time during such year, the corporation has taken
any steps in, or in pursuance of a plan of, complete or partial
liguidation of all or any part of the consent stock. c

“(c) Allowance of credit: There shall be allowed to the cor-
poration, as a part of its basic surtax credit for the taxable year, a
consent dividends credit equal to such portion of the total sum
agreed to be included in the gross income of shareholders by their
consents filed under subsection (d) as it would have been entitled
to include in computing its basic surtax credit if actual distribution
of an amount equal to such total sum had been made in cash and
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each shareholder making such a consent had received, on the con-
sent dividends day, the amount specified in the consent.

“(d) Bhareholders’ consents: The shall not be en-
titled to a consent dividends credit with respect to any taxable

year—

“(1) Unless it filles with its return for such year (in accordance
with regulations prescribed by the Commissioner with the approval
of the Secretary) signed consents made under oath by persons who
were shareholders, on the last day of the taxable year of the cor-
poration, of any class of consent stock; and

“(2) Unless in each such consent the shareholder agrees that he
will include as a taxable dividend, in his return for the taxable year
in which or with which the taxable year of the corporation ends, a

¢ amount; and

“(8) Unless the consents filed are made by such of the share-
holders and the amount specified in each consent is such, that the
consent distribution would not have been a preferential distribu-
tion—

“(A) If there was no partial distribution during the last month
of the taxable year of the corporation, or

“(B) If there was such a partial distribution, then when con-
sidered in connection with such partial distribution;
and

“(4) Unless in each consent made by a shareholder who is tax-
able with respect to a dividend only if received from sources within
the United States, such shareholder agrees that the specific amount
stated in the consent shall be considered as a dividend received by
him from sources within the United Btates; and

“(6) Unless each consent filed is accompanied by cash, or such
other medium of payment as the Commissioner may by regulations
authorize, in an amount equal to the amount that would be re-
quired by section 143 (b) or 144 to be deducted and withheld by
the corporation if the amount specified in the consent had been,
on the last day of the taxable year of the corporation, pald to the
shareholder in cash as a dividend. The amount accompanying
the consent ghall be credited against the tax imposed by section
211 (a) or 231 (a) upon the shareholder.

“(e) Comsent distribution as part of entire distribution: If
during the last month of the taxable year with respect to which
shareholders’ consents are filed by the corporation under subsec-
tion (d) there i{s made a partial distribution, then, for the pur-
poses of this title, such partial distribution and the consent dis-
tribution shall be considered as having been made in connection
with each other and each shall be considered together with the
other as one entire distribution.

“(f) Taxability of amounts specified in consents: The total
amount specified in a consent filed under subsection (d) shall be
included as a taxable dividend in the gross income of the share-
holder making such consent, and, if the shareholder is taxable with
respect to a dividend only if received from sources within the
United States, shall be included in the computation of his tax as
a dividend received from sources within the United States; regard-
less of—

“(1) Whether he actually so includes it in his return; and

*“(2) Whether the distribution by the corporation of an amount
equal to the total sum included in all the consents filed, had actual
distribution been made, would have been in whole or in part a
taxable dividend; and

“(3) Whether the corporation is entitled to any consent divi-
dends credit by reason of the flling of such consents, or to a credit
less than the total sum included in all the consents filed.

“(g) Corporate shareholders: If the shareholder who makes
the consent is a corporation, the amount specified in the consent
shall be considered as part of its earnings or profits for the tax-
able year, and shall be included in the computation of its accumu-
lated earnings and profits.

“(h) Basis of stock In hands of shareholders: The amount
specified in & consent made under subsection (d) shall, for the
purpose of adjusting the basis of the consent stock with respect
to which the consent was given, be treated as having been rein-
vested by the shareholder as a contribution to the capital of the
corporation; but only in an amount which bears the same ratio
to the consent dividends credit of the corporation as the amount
of such shareholder's consent stock bears to the total amount of
consent stock with respect to which consents are made.

“(1) Effect on capital account of corporation: The amount
of the consent dividends credit allowed under subsection (c¢) shall
be considered as pald in surplus or as a contribution to the capi-
tal of the corporation, and the accumulated earnings and profits
as of the close of the taxable year shall be correspondingly
reduced.

‘“(j) Amounts not included in shareholder's return: The
fallure of a shareholder of consent stock to include in his gross
income for the proper taxable year the amount specified in the
consent made by him and filed by the corporation, shall have the
same effect, with respect to the deficiency resulting therefrom, as
is provided in section 272 (f) with respect to a deficiency resulting
from a mathematical error appearing on the face of the return.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 27: That the House recede from ifs dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 27, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lleu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following: “(e)™; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 42: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 42, and
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agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: On page 8 of
the Senate engrossed amendments, line 13, strike out “7 and
insert “8"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 44: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Benate numbered 44, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following: *, (17), or (18)™; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 47: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 47, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following:

“(18) Property received in certain corporate liquidations: If
the property was acquired by a shareholder in the liquidation of a
corporation In cancellation or redemption or stock with respect to
which gain was realized, but with respect to which, as the result
of an election made by him under paragraph (7) of section 112
(b), the extent to which gain was was determined
under such paragraph, then the basis shall be the same as the
basis of such stock cancelled or redeemed in the liquidation, de-
creased in the amount of any money received by him, and
increased in the amount of gain recognized to him.

And the Benate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 52: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 52, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: Omit the matter
proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment, and on page
95 of the House bill, after line 25, insert the following:

“(7) Election as to recognition of gain In certain corporate
liquidations—

“(A) General rule: In the case of property distributed in com-
plete liquidation of a domestic corporation, if—

“(1) the liquidation is made in pursuance of & plan of liquida-
tion adopted after the date of the enactment of this Act, whether
the taxable year of the corporation began on, before, or after
January 1, 1938; and

*(it) the distribution is in complete cancellation or redemption

of all the stock, and the transfer of all the property under the
liquidation occurs within the month of December, 1938—
“then in the case of each qualified electing shareholder (as defined
in subparagraph (C)) gain upon the shares owned by him at the
time of the adoption of the plan of liquidation shall be recognized
only to the extent provided in subparagraphs (E) and (F).

“(B) Excluded corporation: ‘The term ‘excluded corporation’
means & corporation which at any time between April 9, 1938, and
the date of the adoption of the plan of liquidation, both dates
inclusive, was the owner of stock possessing 50 per centum or more
of the total combined voting power of all classes of stock entitled
to vote on the adoption of such plan.

“(C) Qualified electing shareholders: The term ‘qualified
electing shareholder’ means a shareholder (other than an excluded
corporation) of any class of stock (whether or not entitled to vote
on the adoption of the plan of liquidation) who is a shareholder
at the time of the adoption of such plan, and whose written elec-
tion to have the benefits of subparagraph (A) has been made and
filed in accordance with subparagraph (D), but—

“(1) in the case of a shareholder other than a corporation, only
if written elections have been so filed by shareholders (other than
corporations) who at the time of the adoption of the plan of
liquidation are owners of stock possessing at least 80 per centum
of the total combined voting power (exclusive of voting power

by stock owned by corporations) of all classes of stock
entitled to vote on the adoption of such plan of liquidation; or

“{ii) in the case of a shareholder which is a corporation, only if
written elections have been so filed by corporate shareholders
(other than an excluded corporation) which at the time of the
adoption of such plan of liguidation are owners of stock possessing
at least 80 per centum of the total combined voting power (exclu-
sive of voting power possessed by stock owned by an excluded cor-
poration and by shareholders who are not corporations) of all
classes of stock entitled to vote on the adoption of such plan of
liquidation.

“(D) Making and filing of elections: The written elections re-
ferred to in subparagraph (C) must be made and filed in such
manner as to be not in contravention of regulations prescribed
by the Commissioner with the approval of the Secretary. The
filing must be within thirty days after the adoption of the plan
of liguidation, and may be by the liquidating corporation or by
the shareholder,

“{E) Noncorporate shareholders: In the case of a qualified elect-
ing shareholder other than a corporation—

“(1) There shall be recognized, and taxed as a dividend, so
much of the gain as is not in excess of his ratable share of the
earnings and profits of the corporation accumulated after Febru-
ary 28, 1913, such earnings and profits to be determined as of
December 31, 1938, but without diminution by reason of distribu-
tions made during the month of December, 1938, and

“(ii) There shall be recognized, and taxed as short-term or
long-term ecapital gain, as the case may be, so much of the re-
mainder of the galn as is not In excess of the amount by which
the value of that portion of the assets received by him which con-
sists of money, or of stock or securities acquired by the corpora-
tion after April 9, 1938, exceeds his ratable share of such earnings
and profits,
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“(¥) Corporate shareholders: In the case of a qualified elect-
ing shareholder which is a corporation the gain shall be recog-
nized only to the extent of the greater of the two following—

“(1) The portion of the assets received by it which consists of
money, or of stock or securities acquired by the liquidating cor-
poration after April 9, 1938; or

“(ii) Its ratable share of the earnings and profits of the liqui-
dating corporation accumulated after February 28, 1913, such
earnings and profits to be determined as of December 31, 1938,
but without diminution by reason of distributions made during
the month of December, 1838."”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 64: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 54, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment in-
sert the following: “the gain recognized resulting from such dis-
tribution shall be considered as a short-term capital gain—

“(1) Unless such liquidation is completed before July 1, 1938;
or

“(2) Unless (If it is established to the satisfaction of the Com-

missioner by evidence submitted before July 1, 1938, that due to .

the laws of the foreign country in which such corporation is in-
corporated, or for other reasons, it is or will be Impossible to
complete the liquidation of such company before such date) the
liquidation is completed on or before such date as. the Commis-
sioner may find reasonable, but not later than December 31,
1938;" and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 58: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 58, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following: “18 months, if and to the extent such gain is
taken into account in computing net income”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 60: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 60, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be Inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following: “18 months, if and to the extent such loss is taken
into account in computing net income”; and the Senate agree to
the same.

Amendment numbered 62: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 62, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following: “18 months, if and to the extent such gain is taken
into account in computing net income”; and the Senate agree to
the same.

Amendment numbered 64: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 64, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following: “18 months, if and to the extent such loss is taken

to account In computing net income”; and the Senate agree to
the same.

Amendment numbered 69: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 69, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following:

100 per centum if the capital asset has been held for not more
than 18 months;

“g625 per centum If the capital asset has been held for more
than 18 months but not for more than 24 months;

“50 per centum if the capital asset has been held for more than
24 months.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 72: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 72, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the matter
proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert the
following: “30"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 73: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 73, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the matter
proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert the
Tollowing:

*“(2) In case of net long-term capital loss—If for any taxable
year a taxpayer (other than a corporation) sustalns a net long-
term capital loss, there shall be levied, collected, and pald, in lieu
of the tax imposed by sections 11 and 12, a tax determined as
follows, if and only if such tax is greater than the tax imposed
by such sections:

“A partial tax shall first be computed upon the net income in-
creased by the amount of the net long-term capital loss, at the
rates and in the manner as if this subsection had not been
enacted, and the total tax shall be the partial tax minus 30 per
centum of the net long-term capital loss.”

And the Senate agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 79: That the House recede from Its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 79, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: Omit the mat-
ter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment and on page
B9, after line 25, of the House bill insert the following:

“Sec. 106. Claims against United States involving acquisition of
property.
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“In the case of amounts (other than interest) received by a tax-
payer from the United States with respect to a claim against the
United States involving the acquisition of property and remaining
unpaid for more than fifteen years, the portion of the tax imposed
by section 12 attributable to such receipt shall not exceed 30 per
centum of .the amount (other than interest) so received.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 88: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 88, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lleu of the
matter propcsed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following: “a street, suburban, or interurban electric railway,
or a street or suburban trackless trolley system of transportation,
or a street or suburban bus system of transportation operated as
part of a street or suburban electric railway or trackless trolley
system”; and the Senate agee to the same.

Amendment numbered 105: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 105, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following: “16%5”; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 112: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 112,
and agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment
insert the following: “161,"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 115: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 115, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter pro to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following: “1614 per centum thereof”; and the Senate agree to
the same.

Amendment numbered 150: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 150, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: Restore the
matter proposed to be stricken out by the Senate amendment and
on page 263, line 20, of the House bill strike out “16” and insert
in lleu thereof “161%"; and the Senate agree to the sgame.

Amendment numbered 152: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 152, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: On page 40
of the SBenate engrossed amendments, line 8, strike out “(7)"” and
insert “(8)"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 157: That the House recede from Its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 157, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following: “27 (a) without the benefit of paragraphs (3)
and (4) thereof”; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 167: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 167, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following:

“Sec. 501. Estate tax returns.

“Section 804 (b) of the Revenue Act of 1926, as amended (relat-
ing to the amount of gross estate requiring the filing of a return),
is amended by striking out ‘$100,000' and inserting in leu thereof
‘the amount of the specific exemption provided in section
303 (a) (4)."

“Sec. 502. Returns of additional estate tax.

“Sectlon 403 of the Revenue Act of 1832, as amended, relating
to returns of the additional estate tax, is amended by striking out
‘$40,000"' and inserting in lieu thereof ‘the amount of the specific
exemption provided in section 401 (c).’

“Sec. 503. Extensions of time for payment of estate tax.

“Section 3056 (b) of the Revenue Act of 1926, as amended, is
amended to read as follows:

“‘(b) Where the Commissioner finds that the payment on the
due date of any part of the amount determined by the executor
as the tax would impose undue hardship upon the estate, the
Commissioner may extend the time for payment of any such part
not to exceed ten years from the due date. In such case the
amount in respect of which the extension is granted shall be paid
on or before the date of the expiration of the period of the exten-
sion, and the running of the statute of limitations for assessment
and collection, as provided in sections 310 (a) and 311 (b), shall
be suspended for the period of any such extension. If an exten-
slon is granted, the Commissioner may, if he deems it necessary,
require the executor to furnish security for the payment of the
amount In respect of which the extension is granted in accordance
with the terms of the extension,’

“Sec. 504. Rate of interest on extensions of time for payment of
estate tax,

“Section 305 (¢) of the Revenue Act of 1926, as amended, is
amended by inserting at the end thereof the following new sen-
tence: ‘In the case of any such extension granted after March 31,
1938, the rate of interest shall be 4 per centum per annum.'"”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 168: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 168,
and agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu
of the matter proposed to be inserted by the SBenate amendment
insert the following: “505"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 169: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 169, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
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matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following:

“!(b) Gifts less than $4,000: In the case of gifts (other than
gifts in trust or of future interests in property) made to any
person by the donor during the calendar year, the first 4,000
of such gifts to such person shall not, for the purposes of sub-
section (a), be included in the total amount of gifts made during
such year.'”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 199: That the House recede from ifs dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 199, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the matter
proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert the follow-
ing: “The privileges granted under this section in respect of civil
aircraft employed in foreign trade or trade between the United States
and any of its possessions, in respect of aircraft registered in a for-
eign country, shall be allowed only if the Secretary of the Treasury
has been advised by the Secretary of Commerce that he has found
that such forelgn country allows, or will allow, substantially recip-
rocal privileges in respect of aircraft registered in the United States.
If the Secretary of the is advised by the Secretary of Com-
merce that he has found that a foreign country has discontinued
or will discontinue the allowance of such privileges, the privileges
granted under this section shall not apply thereafter in respect of
civil aircraft registered in that foreign country and employed in
foreign trade or trade between the United States and any of its
possessions'’; and the Senate agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 201: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 201, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows: Restore the matter pro-
posed to be stricken out by the Senate amendment, and on page 305,
line 1, of the House bill strike out “708" and insert in lieu thereof
“708"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 202: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment.of the Senate numbered 202, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the matter
proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert the
following: “707"”; and the Benate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 206: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 206, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the matter
proposed to be Inserted by the Senate amendment insert the
following: “708"; and the SBenate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 207: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 207, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the matter
proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert the
following: “708”; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 208: That the House recede from its dis-

t to the amendment of the Senate numbered 208, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the matter
proposed to be inserfed by the Senate amendment insert the
following:

“Sge. T10. Tax on distilled spirits.

“(a) Section 600 (a) (4) of the Revenue Act of 1918, as
amended, is amended to read as follows: °

“i(4) On and after January 12, 1934, and until July 1, 1938,
$2.00, and on and after July 1, 1938, $2.25, on each proof gallon
or wine gallon when below proof and a proportionate tax at a like
rate on all fractional parts of such proof or wine gallon.'

“(b) Section 600 (c) of such Act, as amended, is amended by
striking out ‘$2.00 per wine gallon' and inserting in lieu thereof
‘$2.25 per wine gallon’.

“(c) Section 4 of the Liguor Taxing Act of 1934 is amended by
striking out ‘$2.00’ and inserting in lieu thereof '$2.25'.

“(d) The amendments made by this section shall not apply to
brandy and the rates of tax applicable to such brandy shall be the
rates applicable without regard to such amendments.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 211: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 211, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In leu of the
matter proposed to be Inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following:

“Sec. T11. Exemption from stamp tax on certain transfers of
stocks and bonds.

“(a) Subdivision 3 of Schedule A of Title VIII of the Revenue
Act of 1928, as amended, is amended by inserting at the end
thereof the following new paragraphs:

““The tax shall not be imposed upon deliveries or transfers of
shares or certificates—

“f(1) From the owner to a custodian if under a written agree-
ment between the parties the shares or certificates are to be held
or disposed of by such custodian for, and subject at all times to
the instructions of, the owner; or from such custodian to such

owner;

“'(2) From such custodian to a registered nominee of such
custodian, or from one such nominee to another such nominee,
if in elther case the shares or certificates continue to be held by
such nominee for the same purpose for which they would be
held if retained by such custodian; or from such nominee to such
custodian.

" ‘No exemption shall be granted under this paragraph unless the
deliveries or transfers are accompanied by a certificate setting
forth such facts as the Commissioner, with the approval of the
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Becretary, may by regulation prescribe as necessary for the evi-
dencing of the right to such exemption. No delivery or transfer
to a nominee shall be exempt under this paragraph unless such
nominee, in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Com-
missioner, with the approval of the Secretary, is registered with
the Commissioner.

“‘Any person who, with intent to evade the tax provided in
this subdivision, falsely makes a certificate accompanying any de-
livery or transfer shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and
upon conviction thereof shall be fined not more than $1,000, or

risoned not more than six months, or both.”

“(b) Subdivision 9 of Schedule A of Title VIII of the Revenue
Act of 1926, as amended, is amended by inserting at the end thereof
the following new paragraphs:

“‘The tax shall not be imposed upon deliveries or transfers of
instruments—

“*(1) From the owner to a custodian if under a written agree-
ment between the parties the instruments are to be held or dis-
posed of by such custodian for, and subject at all times to the
instructions of, the owner; or from such custodian to such owner;

*“*(2) From such custodian to a registered nominee of such cus-
todian, or from one such nominee to another such nominee, if in
either case the instruments continue to be held by such nominee
for the same purpose for which they would be held if retained by
such custodian; or from such nominee to such custodian.

“‘No exemption shall be granted under this paragraph unless the
deliveries or transfers are accompanied by a certificate setting forth
such facts as the Commissioner, with the approval of the Secretary,
may by regulation prescribe as for the evidencing of the
right to such exemption. No delivery or transfer to a nominee
shall be exempt under this paragraph unless such nominee, in ac-
cordance with regulations prescribed by the Commissioner, with
the approval of the Secretary, is registered with the Commissioner.

“‘Any person who, with intent to evade the tax provided in this
subdivision, falsely makes a certificate accompanying any delivery
or transfer shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon
conviction thereof shall be fined not more than $1,000, or im-
prisoned not more than six months, or both.'

“(c) The amendments made by this section shall be effective
with respect to transfers or deliveries made after June 30, 1938."

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 214: That the House recede from Its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 214, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: On page 59, line
19, of the Senate engrossed amendments strike out “714" and insert
in lieu thereof “713"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 215: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 215, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following:

“Sec. 802. Approval of closing nts.

“Section 606 (b) of the Revenue Act of 1928 is amended by strik-
ing out ‘is approved by the Secretary, or the Under Secretary,’ and
inserting in lieu thereof the following: ‘is approved by the Secre-
tary, the Under Secretary, or an Assistant Secretary.'”

* And the Benate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 231: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 231, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following:

“Sec. 815. Compromise before suit.

“Section 8229 of the Revised Statutes is amended by striking out
‘with the advice and consent of the Secretary of the Treasury' and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘with the approval of the Secretary of the
Treasury, or of the Under Secretary of the Treasury, or of an
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 232: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 232, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
maftter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following:

“Sec. 816, Extension of time for payment of deficiencies ap-
proved by Commissioner.

**The requirement of section 272 []) of the Revenue Act of 1936,
1934, 1932, and 1928, and section 274 (k) of the Revenue Act of
1926, as amended, section 274 (g) of the Revenue Act of 1924,
section 250 (f) of the Revenue Act of 1921, section 513 (1) of the
Revenue Act of 1932, and section 308 (1) of the Revenue Act of
1926, of approval by the Secretary of extension of time for pay-
ment of deficlency in income, estate, or gift tax shall not apply
after thirty days after the date of the enactment of this Act, but
the approval shall be by the Commissioner under regulations pre-
scribed by the Commissioner with the approval of the Secretary.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 233: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 233, and

to the same with an amendment, as follows: On page 65, line
18, of the Senate engrossed amendments strike out “818” and
insert in lleu thereof “817"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 234: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 234, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
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matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following:

“Sgc. 818, Taxes of insolvent banks.

“Section 22 of the Act of March 1, 1879 (20 Stat. 351, 12 U. 8. C.
B670), is amended to read as follows:

“‘Sgc. 22. (a) Whenever and after any bank or trust company,
a substantial portion of the business of which consists of recelving
deposits and making loans and discounts, has ceased to do busi-
ness by reason of insolvency or bankruptcy, mo tax shall be
assessed or collected, or paid into the Treasury of the United States
on account of such bank, or trust company, which shall diminish
the assets thereof necessary for the full payment of all its de-
positors; and such tax shall be abated from such national banks
as are found by the Compftroller of the Currency to be insolvent;
and the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, when the facts shall
appear to him, is authorized to remit so much of the said tax
against any such insolvent banks and trust companies organized
under State law as shall be found to affect the claims of their
depositors, ]

“f(b) Whenever any bank or trust company, a substantial portion
of the business of which consists of receiving deposits and making
loans and discounts, has been released or discharged from its lia-
bility to its depositors for any part of their claims against it, and
such depositors have accepted, in lieu thereof, a lien upon subse-
quent earnings of such bank or trust company, or claims against
assets segregated by such bank or trust company or against assets
transferred from it to an individual or corporate trustee or agent,
no tax shall be assessed or collected, or paid into the Treasury of
the United States on account of such bank, or trust company, such
individual or corporate trustee or such agent, which shall diminish
the assets thereof which are available for the payment of such
depositor claims and which are necessary for the full payment
thereof.

“‘(c) Any such tax so collected shall be deemed to be errone-
ously collected, and shall be refunded subject to all provisions and
limitations of law, so far as applicable, relating to the refunding of
taxes, but tax so abated or refunded after the date of the enact-
ment of the Revenue Act of 1938 shall be reassessed whenever it
shall appear that payment of the tax will not diminish the assets
as aforesaid. The running of the statute of limitations on the
making of assessment and collection shall be suspended during,
and for ninety days beyond, the period for which, pursuant to this
section, assessment or collection may not be made, and a tax which
has been abated may be reassessed and collected during the time
within which, had there been no abatement, collection might have
been made,

“{(d) This section shall not apply to any tax imposed by the
Social Security Act.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 235: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 235, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: On page 68, line
4, of the Senate engrossed amendments strike out “820” and insert
in lieu thereof “819"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 236: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate nmumbered 236, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following:

“REVENTUE BILL OF 1938

“Sec, 820. Mitigation of effect of limitation and other provisions
in income tax cases.

“(a) Definitions: For the purpose of this section—

“(1) Determination: The term ‘determination under the in-
come tax laws' means—

“(A) A closing agreement made under .section 606 of the
Revenue Act of 1928, as amended:

“(B) A decision by the Board of Tax Appeals or a judgment,
decree, or other order by any court of competent jurisdiction,
which has become final; or

“(C) A final disposition by the Commissioner of a claim for
refund. For the purposes of this section a claim for refund
shall be deemed finally disposed of by the Commissioner—

“(1) as to items with respect to which the claim was allowed,
upon the date of allowance of refund or credit or upon the date
of mailing notice of disallowance (by reason of offsetting items)
of the claim for refund, and

“(ii) as to items with respect to which the claim was dis-
allowed, in whole or in part, or as to items applied by the
Commissioner in reduction of the refund or credit, upon expira-
tion of the time for instituting suit with respect thereto (unless
suit is instituted prior to the expiration of such time).

“Syuch term shall not include any such agreement made, or deci-
sion, judgment, decree, or order which has become final, or claim
for refund finally disposed of, prior to ninety days after the date
of the enactment of this Act.

“(2) Taxpayer: Notwithstanding the provisions of section 901,
the term ‘taxpayer’ means any person subject to a tax under the
applicable Revenue Act.

“(3) Related taxpayer: The term ‘related taxpayer' means
& taxpayer who, with the taxpayer with respect to whom a deter-
mination specified in subsection (b) (1), (2), (3), or (4) is made,
stood, in the taxable year with respect to which the erroneous
inclusion, exclusion, omission, allowance, or disallowance therein
referred to was made, in one of the following relationships: (A)
husband and wife; (B) grantor and fiduciary; (C) grantor and
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beneficiary; (D) fiduciary and beneficiary, legatee, or heir; (E)
decedent and decedent’s estate; or (F') partner,

*“{b) Circumstances of adjustment: When a determination
under the income tax laws—

“(1) Requires the inclusion in gross income of an item which
was erroneously included in the gross income of the taxpayer
for another taxable year or in the gross income of a related tax-

. payer; or

“{2) Allows a deduction or credit which was erroneously allowed
to the taxpayer for another taxable year or to & related tax-
payer; or

“(3) Requires the exclusion from gross income of an item
with respect to which tax was paid and which was erroneously
excluded or omitted from the gross income of the taxpayer for
another taxable year or from the gross income of a related tax-
payer; or

“(4) Allows or disallows any of the additional deductions allow-
able in computing the net income of estates or trusts, or requires
or denies any of the inclusions in the computation of net income
of beneficiaries, heirs, or legatees, specified in section 162 (b) and
(c) of this Act, and corresponding sections of prior revenue Acts,
and the correlative inclusion or deduction, as the case may be, has
been erropeously excluded, omitted, or included, or disallowed,
omitted, or allowed, as the case may be, in respect of the related
taxpayer; or

“(5) Determines the basis of property for depletion, exhaustion,
wear and tear, or obsolescence, or for galn or loss on a sale or
exchange, and in respect of any transaction upon which such
basis depends there was an erroneous inclusion in or omission
from the gross income of, or an erroneous recognition or non-
recognition of gain or loss to, the taxpayer or any person who
acquired title to such property in such transaction and from
whom mediately or immediately the taxpayer derived title sub-
sequent to such transaction—
and, on the date the determination becomes final, correction of
the effect of the error is prevented by the operation (whether be-
fore, on, or after the date of enactment of this Act) of any pro-
vision of the internal-revenue laws other than this section and
other than section 3229 of the Revised Statutes, as amended
(relating to compromises), then the effect of the error shall be
corrected by an adjustment made under this section. BSuch ad-
Jjustment shall be made only if there is adopted in the deter-
mination a position maintained by the Commissioner (in case
the amount of the adjustment would be refunded or credited in
the same manner as an overpayment under subsection (¢)) or
by the taxpayer with respect to whom the determination is made
(in case the amount of the adjustment would be assessed and
collected in the same manner as a deflclency under subsection (c)),
which position is inconsistent with the erroneous inclusion, ex-
clusion, omission, allowance, disallowance, recognition, or non-
recognition, as the case may be. In case the amount of the ad-
justment would be assessed and collected in the same manner as
a deficiency, the adjustment shall not be made with respect to a
related taxpayer unless he stands in such relationship to the tax-
payer at the time the .latter first maintains the inconsistent posi-
tion in a return, claim for refund, or petition (or amended
petition) to the Board of Tax Appeals for the taxable year with
respect to which the determination is made, or if such tion
is not so maintained, then at the time of the determination.

“{c) Method of adjustment: The adjustment authorized in sub-
section (b) shall be made by assessing and collecting, or refunding
or crediting, the amount thereaf, to be ascertalned as provided
in subsection (d), in the same manner as if it were a deficiency
determined by the Commissioner with respect to the taxpayer as
to whom the error was made or an overpayment claimed by such
taxpayer, as the case may be, for the taxable year with respect to
which the error was made, and as if on the date of the determina-
tion specified in subsection (b) ome year remalned before the ex-
piration of the periods of limitation upon assessment or filing
claim for refund for such taxable year,

“(d) Ascertalnment of amount of adjustment: In computing
the amount of an adjustment under this section there shall first
be ascertained the tax previously determined for the taxable year
with respect to which the error was made. The amount of the
tax previously determined shall be (1) the tax shown by the
taxpayer, with respect to whom the error was made, upon his
return for such taxable year, increased by the amounts previously
assessed (or collected without assessment) as deficiencies, and de-
creased by the amounts previously abated, credited, refunded, or
otherwise repaid in respect of such tax; or (2) if no amount was
shown as the tax by such taxpayer upon his return, or if no
return was made by such taxpayer, then the amounts previously
assessed (or collected without assessment) as deficiencies, but
such amounts previously assessed, or collected without assessment,
shall be decreased by the amounts previously abated, credited, re-
funded, or otherwise repaid in respect of such tax. There shall
then be ascertained the increase or decrease in the tax previously
determined which results solely from the correct exclusion, inclu-
slon, allowance, disallowance, recognition, or nonrecognition, of
the item, inclusion, deduction, credit, gain, or loss which was the
subject of the error. The amount so ascertained (together with
any amounts wrongfully collected as additions to the tax or inter-
est, as a result of such error) shall be the amount of the adjust-
ment under this section.

“(e) Adjustment unaffected by other items, etc.: The amount to
be assessed and collected in the same manner as & deficiency, or to
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be refunded or credited in the same manner as an overpayment,
under this section, shall not be diminished by any credit or set-off
based upon any item, inclusion, deduction, credit, exemption, gain,
or loss other than the one which was the subject of the error.
Such amount, if paid, shall not be recovered by a claim or suit
for refund or suit for erroneocus refund based upon any lt.em, in-
clusion, deduction, credit, exemption, gain, or loss other than the
one which was the subject of the error.

“(f) No adjustment for years prior to 1932: No adjustment shall
be made under this section in respect of any taxable year beginning
prior to January 1, 1832."

AndthsBenateagreetothesame

Amendment numbered 238: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Benate numbered 238, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed $o be inserted by the SBenate amendment insert
the following:

“Sec. 821. Interest accruing after October 24, 1933, and before
August 30, 1935, on delinquent income, estate, and gift taxes.

“Interest after October 24, 1933, and prior to August
30, 1935, on delinquent income, estate, and gift taxes shall be com-
puted at the rate of 6 per centum per annum. Any such interest
accruing during such period which has been collected prior to the
date of the enactment of this Act in excess of such rate shall be
credited or refunded to the taxpayer, if claim thereafter is filed
within six months after the date of the enactment of this Act.
No interest shall be allowed or paid on any such credit or refund.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

“Amend the table of contents to read as follows:

“TABLE oF CONTENTS
“Trrre I—INcoME TAx
“SUBTITLE A—INTRODUCTORY PEOVISIONS

. 1. Application of title.
*Sec. 2. Cross references.
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“SUBTITLE B—GENERAL PROVISIONS
“Part I—Rates of Tax
“Sec. 11. Normal tax on individuals,
“Sec. 12, Burtax on individuals.
“Sec. 13. Tax on corporations in general.
“Sec. 14. Tax on special classes of corporations.
“Sec. 16. Corporate taxes effective for two taxable years.
“Part II—Computation of Net Income
“Sec. 21. Net income.
. 22, Gross income.
“Sec. 23. Deductions from gross income.
“Sec. 24, Items not deductible.
“Sec. 25. Credits of individual agalnst. net income.
“Sec. 26. Credits of corporation
“8Spc. 27. tion dividends psld credit.
“Bec. 28. Consent dividends credit.
“Part III—Credits Against Tax

“Spc, 81. Taxes of foreign countries and possessions of United
“Sec. 82. Taxes withheld at source.
“Sec. 33. Credit for overpayments.
“Part IV—Accounting Periods and Methods of Accounting
. General rule.
Period in which items of gross income included.
Period for which deductions and credits taken.
Installment basls.
Allocation of income and deductions.
Change of accounting period.
Returns for a period of less than twelve months,
Definitions.
“Part V—Returns and Payment of Tax
51. Individual returns.
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. Time and place for filing returns.
b54. Records and special returns.
. Publicity of returns.
. Payment of tax.
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. Additions to tax and penalties.
. Administrative proceedings.
“Part VI—Miscellaneous Provisions
61, Laws made applicable.
“Sgc. 62. Rules and regulations.
“BSEec, 63. Taxes in lieu of taxes under 1936 Act.
“SUBTITLE C—SUPPLEMENTAL FROVISIONS
“Supplement A—Rates of Tax
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“Supplement B—Computation of Net Income
“Bec. 111. Determination of amount of, and recognition of, gain

or loss.
“Skc. 112. Recognition of gain or loss.
“SEcC, 113. Adjusted basis for de gain or loss.
‘“Sec. 114. Basis for depreciation and depletion.
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“Sec. 116. Exclusions from gross income.
“Sec, 117, Capital gains and losses.
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of certain corporations.

“Supplement C—Credits Against Tax
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“SEc. 141, Consolidated returns of rallroad corporations.
“SEc. 142, Fiduciary returns.
“Sec. 143. Withholding of tax at source.
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“8ec. 146. Closing by Commissioner of taxable year.
“Sec. 147. Information at source.
“Sec. 148. Information by corporations,
“SEC. 149, Returns of brokers,
“SEC. 150. Collection of foreign items.
“SEc. 161, Foreign personal holding companies.
“Supplement E—Estates and Trusts

Imposition of tax.

Net income.

Credits against net income.

Different taxable years.

“Sec. 165. Employees’ trusts.

“Sec. 166. Revocable trusts.

“Sec. 167. Income for benefit of grantor.

“Sec. 168. Taxes of foreign countries and possessions of United

States.
“Sec. 160, Common trust funds.
; “Supplement F—Partnerships

Partnership not taxable.

“Sec. 182. Tax of partmers.

“8ec. 183. Computation of partnership income.

. Credits against net income.

“Sec. 185. Earned income.

“Skc. 186. Taxes of foreign countries and possessions of United

SBtates.
“Sec. 187. Partnership returns.
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“SEc. 188.
“Supplement G—Insurance Companies

“Skc. 201. Tax on life insurance companies.

“8Sgc. 202. Gross income of life insurance companies.

“8Eec. 203. Net income of life insurance companies.

“Sec. 204. Insurance companies other than life or mutual.

“Sec. 205. Taxes of forelgn countries and possessions of United
States.

“SEec. 206. Computation of gross income.

“Sec. 207. Mutual insurance companies other than life.

“Bupplement H—Nonresident Alien Individuals

“Sec. 211. Tax on nonresident allen indlviduals.
“Sec. 212. Gross income.
“Sec. 213. Deductions,
“Sec. 214. Credits against net income.
“Sec. 215. Allowance of deductions and credita.
“Sec. 218. Credits against tax.
“Sec. 217. Returns,
“Sec. 218. Payment of tax,
“Sec, 219, Partnerships,
“Supplement I—Foreign Corporations

“Sec. 231. Tax on foreign corporations.
“Src. 232. Deductions.
“Sec. 233. Allowance of deductions and credits.
“Sgc. 234. Credits against tax.
“Sec. 235. Returns.
“Sec. 236, Payment of tax.
“Sec. 237. Forelgn insurance companies.
“BEec, 238. Afiliation.

“Supplement J—Possessions of the United States

“Segc. 251. Income from sources within possessions of United
States.

"Sec. 252. Citizens of possessions of United States.

“Supplement E—China Trade Act Corporations

“Sgc. 261. Taxation in general.

“Sec. 262. Credit against net income,

"Slc. 263. Credits against the tax.

“Sgc. 264. Affiliation.

*“Sec. 265. Income of shareholders.

“Sec. 161.
“Sec. 162,
“SEc. 163,
“SEc. 164.

“Sec. 181.
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“Supplement I—Assessment and Collection of Deficiencies

“Sec. 271. Definition of deficiency.
“Sec. 272, Procedure in general,
“Bec. 273. Jeopardy assessments.
“Sec. 274. Bankruptey and receiverships.
“Sgc. 275. Period of limitation upon assessment and collection.
“Sec. 276. Same—Exceptions.
“Sec. 277. Suspension of running of statute.
“Supplement M—Interest and Additlons to the Tax
*“Sgc. 201. Fallure to file return.
“Sec. 292. Interest on deficiencies.
“Sec. 293. Additions to the tax in case of deficiency.
“Sgc. 294. Additions to the tax in case of nonpayment.
“Bec. 205. Time extended for payment of tax shown on return,
“Sgc. 206. Time extended for payment of deficiency.
“Sec. 207, Interest in case of jeopardy assessments.
“Sgc, 208. Bankruptcy and receiverships.
“Sgc, 299. Removal of property or departure from United States.

“Supplement N—Claims Against Transferees and Fiduciaries

“Sgc. 311. Transferred assets.
“Sec. 312. Notice of fiduciary relationship.

“Supplement O—Overpayments

“Spc. 321, Overpayment of installment.
“Sec. 322. Refunds and credits.

“Supplement P—Foreign Personal Holding Companies

“Spc. 331. Definition of foreign personal holding company.

“Spc, 832. Foreign personal holding company income.

“Sec. 333, Stock ownership.

“Spc. 334, Gross income of foreign personal holding companies.

“Sgc. 335. Undistributed Supplement P net income.

“Sec. 336. Supplement P net income.

“Segc. 337. Corporation income taxed to United States share-
holders,

“Sec. 338. Information returns by officers and directors.

“Sgc, 339. Information returns by shareholders.

“Sec. 340. Penalties.

“Supplement @ —Mutual Investment Companies
“Sec. 361. Definition.
“Sgc. 362. Tax on mutual investment companies.
“Supplement R—Exchanges and Distributions in Obedience to
Orders of the Securities and Exchange Commission

“Sgc. 371. Nonrecognition of gain or loss,
“Spc. 372. Basis for determining gain or loss.
“Sec. 373. Definitions.

“TrTLE IA—PERSONAL HoOLDING COMPANIES

“Sgc. 401, SBurtax on personal holding companies.

“Sec. 402. Definition of personal holding company.

“Sgec. 403, Personal holding company income.

“Sec. 404. Stock ownership.

“Sgc. 405, Undistributed Title IA net income,

“Sgc, 406, Title IA net income.

“Sgc. 407. Deficiency dividends—Credits and refunds.

“Sgc. 408. Meaning of terms used.

“Sec. 409. Administrative provisions.

“Skc. 410. Improper accumulation of surplus.

. Foreign personal holding companies.
“TrrLE II—ESTATE AND GIFT TAXES

. Estate tax returns.
“Sec. 502. Returns of additional estate tax.
“Sec, 503. Extensions of time for payment of estate tax.
“Sec. 504, Rate of interest on extensions of time for payment
of estate tax.
“Sgc. 506. Computation of net gifts.
“TrrLE III—CAPITAL STOCK AND EXCESS-PROFITS TAXES

“Sec. 601, Capital stock tax.
“Sec. 602, Excess-profits tax.
“TITLE IV—EXCISE TAXES

“Sgc. 701, Termination of certain excise taxes,

“Sgc. 702. Tax on certaln olls.

“Sec. 703. Exemption of palm oil and palm oil residue from
processing tax.

“Sec. 704. Amendments to tax on lumber,

“Sec. T05. Exemption from excise tax of supplies for certain
aircraft

“Sgc. T06. Exemption from tax on filled cheese.

“Sec. T07. Tax on matches.

“Sec. T08. Tax on telegraph, telephone, radio and cable facilities.

“Sec. T709. Tax on tractors.

“See. T10. Tax on distilled spirits.

“Sgc. Tll. Exemption from stamp tax on certain transfers of
stocks and bonds.

“Sgc. T12. Tax on admissions to theaters.

“Segc. T13. Exemption of certaln cooperative or nonprofit cor-
porations of associations from electrical energy tax.
“TrrLE V—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

“Sgc, 801, Closing agreements as to future tax liability.

“Sec. 802. Approval of closing agreements.

“Sec. 803. Returns as to formation, etc., of foreign corporations.

“SEc. 804. Information returns as to foreign corporations.

“Sec. 805. Interest on unpaid assessments. ! -

“Sec. 806. Administration of caths or affirmations.
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“Sec. 807. Basis of property acquired In connection with reor-
izations.

“ “Sec. 808. Basls of property acquired in connection with liquida-
on.

“Sec. 809. Overpayments found by Board of Tax Appeals.

“SEc. 810. Credits against Soclal Security tax for 1936.

“Sec. 811, Travel allowances in Hawail,

“Sec. 812. Retroactive exclusion of gain from purchase of per-
:?nal property within the United States and sale within posses-

on.

“SkEc. 813. Remission of interest and penalties on taxes imposed
by the Revenue Acts of 1917 and 1918 upon citizens in a posses-
Bion and certain domestic corporations.

“SEc. 814. Waivers in transferee cases under prior revenue Acts.

“SEc. 815. Compromise before suit,

“SEc. 816. Extension of time for payment of deficiencies approved
by Commissioner.

“Sec. 817. Income from obligations and mortgages issued b;
Joint-stock land banks, %

“SEc, 818. Taxes of insolvent banks.

“Sec. 819. Abatement of jeopardy assessments,

“Sec. 820. Mitigation of effect of limitation and other provisions
in income tax cases.

“Sec. 821. Interest accruing after October 24, 1933, and before
August 30, 1935, on delinquent income, estate, and gift taxes.

“TITLE VI—GENERAL PROVISIONS

“Sec. 901. Definitions.

“SEc, 902. Separabllity clause.

“SEc. 803, Effective date of Act.”

PAT HARRISON,
WirLiam H. Kive,
WALTER F. GEORGE,
Davip I. WaLsH,
ARTHUR CAPPER,

A. H. VANDENBERG,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

R. L, DOUGHTON,

THos. H. CULLEN,

FreEp M, VINSON,

JERE COOPER,
Managers on the part of the House.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the motion of the Senator from Mississippi that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of the conference report.

The motion was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeimg to
the conference report.

Mr., HARRISON. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp a statement explana-
tory of the conference action on the so-called inventory
amendment which has caused the conferees a great deal
of difficulty.

There being no objection, the statement was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT WITH RESPECT TO INVENTORIES IN CERTAIN INDUSTRIES

On amendment No. 10: All our former income-tax laws have
authorized the use of inventories in computing income and have
authorized that they shall be taken on such basis as the Com-
missioner may prescribe as conforming as nearly as may be to
the best accounting practice in the trade or business and as most
clearly reflecting the income. This inventory provision is there-
fore very broad in its terms, and the matter has in the past been
worked out as an accounting problem. This accounting problem
is very complicated. The Commissioner has in the past used one
general rule known as the first-in, first-out rule, although this
rule has variations.

An amendment was adopted on the floor of the Senate author-
izing the Commissioner to allow inventories to be taken on what
is known as the last-in, first-out rule. A study of this amend-
ment developed the fact that at least in a first trial the use of
this method or any similar method should be restricted to a few
industries. The industries to which some such method appears
most properly applicable are: (1) Smelters of nonferrous metals,
(2) producers of certain elementary forms of brass and copper
products, and (3) tanners. The conferees therefore agreed to
restrict this provision to these industries.

Great difficulty has been experienced in working out the new
inventory provision, and it is reallzed that it is not an entirely
satisfactory solution of the problem. However, a start has been
made, and it is hoped that the Treasury Department will make a
careful study of the problem so that improvements can be made
in the provision at the next session.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, does the Senator
from Mississippi intend to discuss the conference report
at all?

Mr. HARRISON. I desire to answer any questions that
any Senators may desire to ask me about any of the points
involved.
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Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, if the Senator will
permit me, I should like to make a brief statement; and
then I shall be content to have a vote.

The Republican members of the conference committee
have joined the majority members in signing the report,
and I think the Recorp should show why we have done so.
At the end of this long controversy in the tax bill con-
ference the Senator from Kansas [Mr. Capper] and myself
issued a statement giving the reasons why we joined the
majority of the conferees in signing the report in spite of
its defects. I am content to repeat for the Recorp the rea-
sons announced by the Senator from Kansas and myself at
that time.

The conference report on the new revenue bill is a long
step toward a restoration of tax sanity, despite the unfortu-
nate and unprecedented Presidential letter to the conference.
On the major issues in controversy the report substantially
sustains the original Senate bill and the course of action
originally recommended by the House minority. For 2 years
there will be a small and indefensible remnant of the sur-
plus profits tax idea to which we continue to decline to
subscribe in any degree. But the remnant is so small, and
so well cushioned, and so sure of a final death sentence
2 years hence after the people have passed upon this issue
at the polls, that we prefer to take the conference decision
than to fall back on existing destructive law. Meanwhile,
with a single relatively inconsequential exception, the cap-
jtal-gains tax is reduced to the flat basis which we long
have urged. We prefer this improvement, although not
wholly adequate, rather than to return to the iniquity of
existing law. There are other new provisions to lighten
the tax load pressed down upon distressed business during
recent years. These advantages must not be lost solely be-
cause we have not obtained all we desire. Our parliamentary
choice at the moment is the lesser of two evils. Under
these circumstances, the Republican Senate conferees will
sign the report. But in this connection we reassert our
belief: First, that the surplus-profits tax should be wholly
repealed; second, that the capital-gains tax should be wholly
leveled to a flat basis, with a shorter time defining short-
term gains; third, that the tax bill should have been written
to give business a permanent assurance that it is no longer
to be pursued by ever-changing punitive levies; fourth, that
the bill will not raise the anticipated revenue or remotely
approach the balanced Budget which is vital to the national
confidence prerequisite to national recovery.

Mr. President, for these reasons the Republican members
of the conference committee on the part of the Senate have
signed the report, although dissenting from some phases of
it; and I think I am entitled to say that I am speaking for
the Senator from Kansas as well as for myself.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr, President, will the Senator yield for
a question?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. As I understand, the statement the
Senator has read—I could not hear it all—is an explanation
for himself and the Senator from Kansas [Mr. Capper] as
to why they signed the conference report.

Mr. VANDENBERG. That is correct.

. HARRISON. As I understand, however, hoth the
Senator from Michigan and the Senator from EKansas signed
the report?

Mr. VANDENBERG. That is correct.

Mr. CONNALLY. Is there any question of coercion in
connection with the action of the Senator from N.ichlga.n
and the Senator from Kansas?

Mr. VANDENBERG. Only the coercion of necessity, and
the conditions in which the country finds itself.

Mr. CONNALLY. In other words, the Senator from Mich-
igan and the Senator from Kansas signed of their own free
will and accord?

Mr. VANDENBERG. Of our own free will and accord,
under the circumstances. There is no free will and accord
left in America in relation to matters of this nature.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the conference report.
The report was agreed to.
NATIONAL SCHOOL SAFETY PATROLS

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, Friday and Saturday of
last week thousands of boys and girls, young men and women,
members of the school safety patrols, were assembled in Wash-
ington from nearly every State in the eastern half of the Union.

Saturday morning they paraded down Constitution Avenue,
some 12,000 strong, with their bands playing and their flags
waving, and I am sure that the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
CarpeEr] and the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN]
as well as Representative Jouw McSweeNEY from Ohio, and
Representative Green, of Florida, who were with me on the
reviewing stand, thrilled as I did when these fine boys and
girls marched by.

It is my understanding that there are nearly a quarter of
& million boys and girls now members of the school safety
patrols in more than 3,250 communities. Daily these young-
sters are giving a practical demonstration of youth’s con-
tribution fo the safety movement by protecting the lives of
more than 8,000,000 schoolmates.

School, police, and A. A. A, Motor Club officials throughout
the Nation give enthusiastic and full credit to these “senti-
nels of safety” and their sponsors for their important part
in the splendid safety record among children of school age.
This group has done what no other age group can right-
fully claim—they have materially reduced their accident
death rate in the past several years.

In the parade Saturday there were about 100 young boys
and girls from Florida alone. I, naturally, was proud and
glad to welcome them, and took a natural measure of pride
in the fact that the Jacksonville corps led the parade and
also won a prize in the competitive drills. My compliments
go out to them and to their leaders on the splendid work
they are doing fo eliminate death and injury th.rough un-
necessary traffic accidents.

No traffic accident is necessary. There should never be a
time when a driver of an automobile or a fruck is in such a
hurry that he will take a chance of sacrificing a human life.
I think the slogan adopted by the Washington and Greene
Counties, Pa., troops, *“Alert Today—Alive Tomorrow”—
which, incidentally, won another first prize—is one we should
all remember.

Mr. President, I think it well that we pause a moment and
recognize and pay tribute to the good work that the members
of the National School Safety Patrols are doing throughout
our Nation. When we consider that more American citizens
are killed each year than were killed in the great World War,
we must realize what a serious problem automobile reckless-
ness is, and do what we can fo help carry on the good work
the school safety patrol is now doing.

Most of us here are fathers, and I am sure that our
sympathies go out to every father and mother who has lost
a son or a daughter through a ruthless and unnecessary
traffic accident. A short time ago there appeared in the
Eufaula (Ala.) Tribune an editorial which I feel deserves a
place in the CongressioNAL REcorp. I am going to read it.
I wish it were possible to have this editorial printed on the
front page of every newspaper in the United States, or else
in some manner brought to the attention of all those who
drive automobiles, in the hope that it would cause them to
pause just a moment and not take that unnecessary chance
which might cause the loss of life for some little boy or girl.

Here is the editorial:

MY LITTLE GIRL

Today my daughter, who is 7 years old, started to school as
usual. She wore a dark blue dress with a white collar. She had
on black shoes and wore blue gloves. Her cocker spaniel, whose
name is Coot, sat on the front porch and whined his canine belief
in the folly of education as she waved good-bye and started off to
the hall of learning.

Tonight we talked about school. She told me about the girl
who sits in front of her, the girl with yellow curls, and the
across the aisle who makes funny faces., She told me about her
teacher, who has eyes In the back of her head, and about the
trees in the schoolyard, and about the big girl who doesn't believe
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in Santa Claus. We talked about a lot of things—tremendously
vital, unimportant things; and then we studied spelling, reading,
arithmetic—and then to bed.

She’s back there now—back in the nursery sound asleep, with
*Princess Elizabeth” (that's a doll) cuddled in her right arm.

You guys wouldn't hurt her, would you? You see, I'm her
daddy. When her doll is broken or her finger is cut or her head
gets bumped, I can fix it—but when she starts to school, when she
walks across the street, then she’s in your hands.

She’s a nice kid. She can run like a deer and darts about like a
chipmunk. She likes to ride horses and swim and hike with me on
Sunday afternoons. But I can't be with her all the time; I have
to work to pay for her clothes and her education. BSo please help
me look out for her, Please drive slowly past the schools and inter-
sections—and please remember that children run from behind
parked cars.

Please don't run over my litile girl

AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I move that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of House bill 10238, being the an-
nual appropriation bill for the Agricultural Department.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion of
the Senator from Georgia.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to
consider the bill (H. R. 10238) making appropriations for the
Department of Agriculture and for the Farm Credit Admin-
istration for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for
other purposes, which had been reported from the Commit-
tee on Appropriations with amendments,

Mr. RUSSELL. I ask unanimous consent that the formal
reading of the bill be dispensed with and that it be read for
amendment, the amendments of the committee to be first
considered.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Georgia? The Chair hears none. The
clerk will proceed to state the amendments reported by the
committee.

The first amendment of the Committee on Appropriations
was, under the heading “Office of Experiment Stations—
Payments to States, Hawaii, Alaska, and Puerto Rico for
agricultural experiment stations,” on page 10, line 7, after
“(7 U. 8. C. 386-386b) ", to strike out “$50,000” and insert
“$60,0007, so as to read:

Hawsali: To carry into effect the provisions of an act entitled “An
act to extend the benefits of certain acts of Congress to the Terri-
tory of Hawall,” approved May 16, 1928 (7 U. 8. C. 386-386b),
$60,000.

The amendment was agreed to,

The next amendment was, on page 10, line 16, after
“(7 U. 8, C. 369a)”, to strike out “$7,500; in all, for Alaska,
$22,500” and insert “$10,000; in all, for Alaska, $25,000”, so as
to read:

Alaska: To carry into effect the provisions of an act entitled “An
act to extend the benefits of the Hatch Act and the Smith-Lever
Act to the Territory of Alaska,” approved February 23, 1920
(7 U. 8. C. 386c), $15,000; and the provisions of section 2 of the
act entitled "An act to extend the benefits of the Adams Act, the
Purnell Act, and the Capper-Eetcham Act to the Terrltory of

Alaska, and for other p . approved June 20, 1936 (7 U. 8, C.
869a), §10,000; in all, for Alaska . $25,000.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 10, line 22, after
“(7 U. 8. C. 386d-386f)", to strike out “$40,000” and insert
“$45,000”, so as to read:

Puerto Rico: To carry into effect the provisions of an act en-
titled “An act to coordinate the agricultural experiment station
work and to extend the benefits of certain acts of Congress to
the Territory of Puerto Rico,” approved March 4, 1931 (7 U. 8. C.
886d-3861) , $45,000.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 11, line 5, to strike

out “$1,800,000” and insert “$2,400,000”, so as to read:

Title 1, Bankhead-Jones Act: For payments to States, Hawail,
Alaska, and Puerto Rico, pursuant to authorizations contalned
in title 1 of an act entitled “An act to provide for research into
basic laws and principles relating to agriculture and to provide
for the further development of cooperative agricultural extension
work and the more complete endowment and support of land-
graant coueges approved June 20, 18356 (7 U. 8. 0. 427-427g),

The amendment was agreed to.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

MAy 9

The next amendment was, on page 11, line 7, after the
word “stations”, to strike out “$6,232,500” and insert “$6,-
850,000", so as to read:

In all, payments to SBtates, Hawail, Alaska, and Puerto Rico for
agricultural experiment stations, $6,850,000.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Salaries
and expenses,” on page 13, line 1, after the word “Stations”,
to strike out “$6,461,480” and insert “$7,078,980"”, so as to
read:

Total, Office of Experiment Stations, $7,078,980, of which amount
not to exceed $150,105 may be expended for personal services in
the District of Columbia, and not to exceed $750 shall be available
for the purchase of motor-propelled and horse-drawn passenger-
carrying vehicles necessary in the conduct of fleld work outside
the District of Columbia.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 14, line 3, after the
name “Distriet of Columbia”, to strike out “$1,200,000” and

insert “$1,600,000”, so as to read:
SPECTAL RESEARCH FUND, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

For enabling the Secretary of culture to carry into effect
the provisions of an act entitled “An act to provide for research
into basic laws and principles relating to agriculture and to pro-
vide for the further development of cooperative agricultural ex-
tension work and the more complete endowment and support of
land-grant colleges,” approved June 29, 1835 (7 U. 8. O. 427,
427Th, 427c, 427f); for administration of the provisions of section
b of the said act, and for speclal research work, including the
planning, programming, and coordination of such research, to be
conducted by such agencies of the Department of Agriculture as
the Secretary of Agriculture may designate or establish, and to
which he may make allotments from this fund, including the em-
ployment of persons and means in the District of Columbia and
elsewhere, and the purchase, maintenance, repair, and operation
of motor-propelled and horse-drawn passenger-carrying vehicles
necessary in the conduct of fleld work outside the District of
Columbia, $1,600,000.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the heading “Extension
Service—Payments to States, Hawaii, Alaska, and Puerto
Rico,” on page 16, line 3, after “343e)”, to strike out “$5,000;
in all, for Alaska, $18,918"” and insert “$7,500; in all, for
Alaska, $21,418", so as to read:

Alaska: To enable the Secretary of Agriculture to into effect
the provisions of the act entitled “An act to extend the benefits
of the Hatch Act and the Smith-Lever Act. to the Terrifory of
Alaska,” approved February 23, 1929 (7 U, S. C. 386¢c), $13,918; and
the provisions of section 3 of the act entitled “An act to extend
the benefits of the Adams Act, the Purnell Act, and the Oapper-
Eetcham Act to the Territory of Alaska, and for other purposes
approved June 20, 1836 (7 U, 8. C. 343e), $7,500; in all, ror Alaska..

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 16, after line 4, to
insert:

Puerto Rico: To enable the Secretary of Agriculture to carry into
effect the provisions of the act entitled “An act to extend the bene-
fits of section 21 of the Bankhead-Jones Act to Puerto Rico,”
approved August 28, 1937 (60 Stat. 881), $88,000.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 16, line 15, after the
word “purposes”, to strike out “$250,000” and insert “$215 -
000", so as to read:

Additional cooperative extension work: For additional coopera-
tive agricultural extension work, including employment of spe-
clalists in economics and ms.rketmg. to be allotted and paid by the
Secretary of Agriculture to the several States and the Territory of
Hawail in such amounts as he may deem necessary to accomplish
such purposes, $275,000,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 18, line 18, after the
word “work”, to strike out “$13,143,918” and insert “$13,~
259,418”, so as to read:

In all, payments to States, Ha
agricultural extension work, a13,259 418.
The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 18, at the end of line 20,
to increase the total appropriation for the Extension Service
from $14,036,172 to $14,151,672.

The amendment was agreed to.

., and Puerto Rico for



1938

The next amendment was, on page 18, line 22, after the
word “Agriculture”, to strike out “$24,367,907” and insert
“$25,500,907”, so as to read:

Grand total, office of the Secretary of Agriculture, $25,500,907.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the heading “Weather
Bureau—=Salaries and expenses”, on page 20, line 26, after
the word “elsewhere”, to strike out *$2,190,179” and insert
$2,824,130”, so as to read:

Aerology: For the maintenance of stations for observing, measur-
ing, and investigating atmospheric phenomena, including salaries

and other expenses, in the city of Washington and elsewhere,
$2,824,130.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 21, line 1, after the
word “Bureau”, strike out “$4,678,049” and insert “$5,312,-
000”, and in line 2, after the word “exceed”, to strike out
“$556,719” and insert “586,579", so as to read:

Total, Weather Bureau, $5,312,000, of which amount not to ex-
ceed $586,579 may be expended for personal services in the District
of Columbia: Provided, That Weather Bureau part-time employees,
appointed by designation or otherwise, under regulations of the
Civil Service Commission, for observational work, may perform odd
jobs in the installation, repair, improvement, alteration, cleaning,
or removal of Government property and receive compensation
therefor at rates of pay to be fixed by the Secretary of Agriculture.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I have just come from the
Committee on the Judiciary, which has been in session all
the morning. I had the understanding that the agricul-
tural appropriation bill would not come up until tomorrow.
I assumed that the consideration of the conference report
on the revenue hbill would take some time.

I have quite a number of amendments to propose to the agri-
cultural appropriation bill, and I intended to speak at some
length on the bill; but, because of the other business pending
before the Judiciary Committee, I have not been able to
prepare myself to proceed today and did not suppose it
would be necessary to do so. I am not even informed as
to whether the amendments I have proposed, and which have
been submitted to the committee, have been agreed to, or
what number, if any, have been agreed to. I have not seen
the bill since it was printed; and, so far as I know, there
was not any way of seeing it or of knowing about those
madtters.

I should like to have an opportunity to examine the bill
and to offer amendments which I have proposed, if they
have not been agreed to by the committee, although they
have been referred to the committee; but, because of work
before the other committee, I have not been able to attend
the meetings of the Committee on Appropriations. It would
be impossible to have the bill disposed of today unless it
should be done without giving any consideration on my part,
at least, to the preparation of matters I had partially com-
pleted in the expectation of presenting them to the Senate
in connection with this bill.

Mr.: McNARY, Mr, President, I realize the predicament
of the Senator from Nebraska. I concede that it is rather
unusual to file a report and have a bill considered without
its going over for a day and giving an opportunity for anyone
desiring to do so to familiarize himself with the bill.

I suggest to the able Senator in charge of the bill and
to the Senator from Nebraska that we might proceed with
the consideration of committee amendments today and let
the bill go over until tomorrow for final action, so that the
Senator from Nebraska may have an opportunity to deter-
mine whether or not his amendments have been covered by
the action of the committee.

Mr, RUSSELL. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska
yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I yield to the Senator.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from Nebraska stated that
he had an agreement that the bill would not be considered
today. I do not know with whom the Senator had that
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agreement. The matter has never been mentioned to me
by the Senator from Nebraska or anyone else.

Mr. NORRIS. Oh, no; I do not claim to have had such
an agreement. I myself had that understanding from what
I had heard of the committee, and also of the Senate.

Mr. RUSSELL. So far as I am concerned, I have no ob-
jection to having the committee amendments considered to-
day and then having the bill go over until tomorrow.

Mr. NORRIS. May we have this understanding: Until
I examine the bill, I am not sure but that there will be
some committee amendments to which I shall wish to offer
amendments, or some perhaps that I shall wish to oppose.
Will the Senator agree that if, upon examination, it is
found that there is any such thing, we may reconsider those
amendments?

Mr. RUSSELL. If there is any matter that the Senator
from Nebraska or any other Senator wishes to bring to the
attention of the Senate, I shall, of course, have no objection
to reconsidering any committee amendment which may be
adopted. I should like to make some progress with the bill
today.

Mr. NORRIS. All right. With that understanding, I am
willing to proceed with the bill today.

Mr. RUSSELL. We were about a month late in getting
the bill from the House this year. The committee has worked
very earnestly and diligently to try to get the bill on the
floor of the Senate, and I should like to make some progress
with it today. j

The VICE PRESIDENT. Let the Chair see if he under-
stands the agreement. The committee amendments will be
considered today, and then the bill will go over until tomor-
row. On tomorrow, if the Senator from Nebraska desires to
have a reconsideration of any one of the committee amend=-
ments which shall have been agreed to, that will be agreeable
to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. RUSSELL. I shall have no objection.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair just wanted to get
that matter straight.

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, I ask the Senator from Georgia
if that understanding may apply to the rest of us.

Mr. RUSSELL. Certainly.

Mr. BONE. There is just one isolated point in the bill
that I may want to have reconsidered.

Mr. RUSSELL. I have no objection to the reconsidera-
tion of any amendment which any Senator may wish to
amend. I do not think amendments should be arbitrarily
reconsidered; but when any Senator wishes to offer an
amendment to a committee amendment which has been
adopted, I shall interpose no objection to a reconsideration
of the committee amendment.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Georgia yield? : g

“Mr, RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. BYRNES. If the committee amendments should be
adopted in a short while, and other Members of the Senate
have amendments to offer to the bill, is there any reason
why they should not be considered, with the understanding
that the consideration of the bill would not be concluded
today, but opportunity would be given to the Senator from
Nebraska to offer his amendments tomorrow? Other Mem-
bers of the Senate may have amendments they would like to
offer and discuss today. :

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr, President, if the Senator will yield,
it was not my understanding that the mere.postponement of
final action on the bill until tomorrow, so as to give the
Senator from Nebraska an opportunity to examine it and
determine what his course would be, was to be interpreted as
precluding any Member from offering amendments and con-
tinuing the consideration of the bill today.

Mr, RUSSELL, I do not understand that we are limited
merely to the consideration of committee amendments today.
My understanding is that we may go as far as possible with
the bill today, and then that the bill will be carried over
until tomorrow to give all Members of the Senate an oppor=-
tunity to offer any amendments they may see fit to offer.
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Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, am I to understand that the
bill is to go over until tomorrow, and that it will then be
open to amendment by any Senator?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator is correct.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I desire to ask the
chairman of the subcommittee for two or three general facts
in connection with the bill, for the REcorp. Will he state
how much the Senate committee has increased the bill over
the bill as it passed the House?

Mr. RUSSELL. The amount of the bill as reported to the
Senate is approximately $48,000,000 above the amount of the
bill as it passed the House.

Mr. VANDENBERG. How does it compare with this
year’s appropriations and the Budget estimates for next
year?

Mr. RUSSELL. The amount of the bill as it was reported
to the Senate exceeds the appropriation for 1938 by ap-
proximately $68,000,000, and exceeds the Budget estimates
for 1939 by $38,000,000, in round figures.

While I am answering questions, I may as well make a
brief statement showing what this increase involves.

Mr. President, there is no substantial increase in the
amounts provided for the ordinary activities of the De-
partment of Agriculture. The sums which are included in
the increase grow out of legislation that was enacted by the
Congress which fixed definite responsibilities on the De-
partment of Agriculture. For illustration, $26,000,000 of
the increase is involved in setting up the crop-insurance
organization to insure the wheat crops of the United States.
That is the largest single item of the increase. The basic
law provided for a capital stock of $100,000,000 for this Gov-
ernment corporation. The Budget estimated only $20,-
000,000 to subscribe to the capital stock of the Crop Insur-
ance Corporation. Six million dollars is for the admin-
istrative expenses of the Crop Insurance Corporation.

In addition to the $26,000,000 item, which provides for the
establishment of the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation,
Congress at the last session passed an act providing for a
farm tenant purchase program. That act authorized the ex-
penditure of $25,000,000 for the coming fiscal year. The
Budget estimate for this item was $15,000,000. The House
bill provided for the appropriation of $15,000,000. The
Senate committee, after hearings, has increased this item
from $15,000,000 to $25,000,000, the full amount of the
authorization.

Another item which goes into the increase is the sub-
marginal land purchase program, the land-utilization pro-
gram of the Farm Security Administration. The full
amount authorized by the Bankhead-Jones Act for the com-
ing fiscal year is $20,000,000. The bill as reported to the
Senate provides $15,000,000.

We have approximately $56,000,000 in three items which
go into the increase which were not in last year’s bill, because
Congress passed the authorizations after the passage of the
Agricultural Appropriation Act for 1938.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, may I ask the Sen-
ator a question at that point?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Is the Senator familiar with any
other contemporary authorizations in the agricultural field
of legislation which have not been financed and which are
yet to come to us in a deficiency bill?

Mr. RUSSELL. I am not a member of the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, and am not familiar with all the
legislation which has been enacted, but there have been some
authorizations by Congress which are not provided for in the
bill before us. Some of the new activities had estimates
from the Budget but are nevertheless omitted from the bill.

I might say that another million dollars of the increase
over last year's appropriation and over the Budget estimate
is due to the increment provided in the Bankhead-Jones Act
providing for research work in cooperation with the States.
The Budget estimate for these items was $1,000,000 below
the amount authorized by law.

The land-grant colleges, through a committee, appeared
before the Committee on Appropriations and showed that
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many of these institutions had already secured appropria-
tions from State legislatures to be expended in conjunction
with work planned to be done with this increment of $1,000,-
000. The committee felt that there was a moral obligation
on the Government of the United States to provide this
$1,000,000, after having authorized it, and after the land-
grant colleges had acted in good faith in contemplation of
receiving funds under that authorization. Never before
in the history of the Federal Government, so far as I know,
has the Congress failed to appropriate funds as authorized
by law to the land-grant colleges for extension and research
work, when the land-grant colleges had made their plans
and secured their funds for the purpose of matching those
appropriations.

Of course, there are a number of other items in which the
Budget estimates have either been slightly reduced or slightly
increased, but the appropriations I have outlined constitute
the substantial parts of the increase of this year's appropria-
tion bill over last year’s appropriation bill, all being made
pursuant to authorizations by Congress.

Mr. VANDENBERG. These authorizations all represent
the creation of new functions, I understand.

Mr. RUSSELL. Not altogether. For example, the appro-
priations for submarginal lands and the tenant purchase
program merely carry on and broaden the scope of the work
which had been done heretofore under the Resettlement Ad-
ministration. However, the $26,000,000 for the Federal crop
insurance is for a new function.

There is another item in the bill where the committee in-
creased the Budget estimate by $15,000,000, and this item and
the others I have already explained to the Senate amount
to more than the increase of this year’s appropriation over
last year’s appropriation. I refer to the appropriations for
benefit payments to farmers. The amount of the Budget
estimate for conservation payments to farmers and benefit
payments to farmers was $485,000,000. Last year the appro-
priation for this purpose was $500,000,000. In the discussion
of the farm bill it was stated repeatedly, and carried by the
press of the Nation, that there would be no larger sum than
$500,000,000 available unless new revenue were raised. The
President made a statement to the same effect. The com-
mittee felt that the farmers of the country had every right
to believe that there would be no reduction in their last year's
or the current year’s soil conservation and benefit payments.
Therefore we restored the appropriation to $500,000,000, which
was the amount carried last year, but which is $15,000,000
more than was appropriated in the bill as it passed the House
of Representatives.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. BORAH, I have not had time to familiarize myself
with the various items, and I do not know just where they
appear. What became of the appropriation for the eradica-
tion of noxious weeds?

Mr. RUSSELL. That was restored to the full amount of
the Budget estimate. The House had made a reduction in
the appropriation for some reason, had almost eliminated it,
in fact. Several Senators appeared before the Committee
on Appropriations and expressed an interest in the item,
and, in addition, the representatives of the Department of
Agriculture stated that it would severely hamper them in
their work if the item were reduced. Therefore, the Senate
committee restored the item to the full amount of the Budget
estimate.

Mr. BORAH., $40,000?

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, has the Senator fig-
ures available to show how the pending bill compares with
the 1937 bill, the year preceding the one upon which he
has reported?

Mr. RUSSELL. I am sorry I do not have those figures
available. It is my recollection that the amount of the
1937 bill was approximately the amount of the bill for the
present year. My rough calculation would be that the total
of the pending bill exceeds the appropriation for 1937 by
approximately $70,000,000.
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Mr. VANDENBERG. That raises the point upon which
I desire information. According to a compilation made
by the Senate Committee on Appropriations, the total
expenditures for the Department of Agriculture for 1937
amounted to $1,264,000,000, whereas the appropriation in
the pending bill is $758,000,000. Yet it is the Senator’s
belief that it is as large as the comparable bill for 1937.
Is there another agricultural appropriation bill, in addition
to this one?

Mr. RUSSELL. There is not. I might say that there is a
great deal of confusion about this bill. It is not limited
solely to the activities of the Department of Agriculture.
For instance, the bill contains an appropriation of $200,000,-
000 for public highways, which happen to be administered
under the Department of Agriculture.

Mr. VANDENBERG. If the amount carried in the 1937
comparable bill was in the neighborhood of $70,000,000 less
than the amount carried in the pending bill, how would the
total expenditures under the Department of Agriculture for
1937 have been a billion two hundred and sixty-four million
dollars?

Mr. RUSSELL. I do not have the figures referred to by
the Senator from Michigan showing that the Department
of Agriculture spent $1,264,000,000 for 1937. The regular
appropriation bill for the Department of Agriculture for
1937 did not carry any such sum.

Mr. VANDENBERG. The compilation made by the divi-
sion of bookkeeping and warrants in the Treasury Depart-
ment as of April 13, 1938, showed total expenditures under
the Department of Agriculture for 1937 of $1,264,062,945.95.

Mr. RUSSELL. I am sorry, but I cannot cast any light
upon that, unless embraced in those figures are the defi-
ciency appropriations which were made for benefit pay-
ments that were stopped by virtue of the decision in the
Hoosac Mills case. After the original processing taxes were
invalidated Congress did make a deficiency appropriation of
about $275,000,000 to enable the Government to fulfill its
contract with the farmers who were threatened with not
receiving their payments by virtue of the invalidation of the
processing taxes.. Unless that is the period in which that
appropriation was made, I cannot account for the figures
given by the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, let me suggest that the figures
to which the Senator from Michigan refers might also be
inclusive of appropriations made under the head of Farm
Security. X

Mr. RUSSELL. Of course, those figures could include the
allocations made to the Farm Security Administration from
relief funds, which amount to approximately $80,000,000 each
year. I would think they would be included in the figures
presented by the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I merely desire to make this obser-
vation in passing. I am not a member of the Committee on
Appropriations, and I am not familiar with the items in
the pending bill. They may all be justified, and I am not
seeking to be critical of them. I do desire to call attention
to the sum total of the trend in which we find ourselves
caught up.

The total expenditures for the Department of Agriculture
up to 1930, only 7 years ago, never exceeded $177,000,000 a
year. As recently as 1920 the Department of Agriculture was
spending $66,000,000 a year. As recently as 1933 the Depart-
ment of Agriculture was spending only $255,000,000 a year.
In 1937 the expenditure was $1,264,000,000.

Mr, President, we have multiplied the expenditures of the
Department of Agriculture by at least six in the last decade,
and I am not at all clear that the farmer is any better off
than he was then. Certainly he will not be any better off if
on top of these enormous increases we are constantly to
pyramid appropriations and functions, as we continue to
permit both under the pending bill. The excess over last
year is $68,000,000. If this trend continues, it never will be
possible to balance the Federal Budget, and it never will be
possible to save the country from one of three things—infia-
tion, repudiation, or a capital levy.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

6445

Mr. President, in connection with my observations, I ask
that there be printed in the Recorp at this point the table of
Department of Agriculture expenditures from 1862 to 1937
as compiled by the Treasury Department.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.

so ordered.

The table is as follows:

Department of Agriculture
[Created as an executive department by act May 15, 1862]

Fiscal year:
1862

1863

1864

1865

1866

1867

1868

1869

1870

1871

1872 __

1873___

1874

1875 -~

1876

18717

1878-

1879

1880,

1881

1882

1883

1884

1918 __

1919

1920 . ____
1821

1622

1923

1024 _

1925

1926

1927

1928 __

1029 _

1830

1931

1932

1033

1934

1035 .-

1936 -~

1937

Without objection, it is

1§70, 000, 00
1 80, 000.00
2 85,134.36
155, 104. 05
167, 487. 82
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.24
10, 063, 980. 86
12, 430, 755. 38
14,382, 143. 658
15, 666, 234. 456
16, 939, 766. 77
19, 471, 567. 42
20, 469, 027. 70
22,208, 142.12
29, 131, 112. 07
28, 031, 540,33
29, 587, 148. 95
46, 759, 461. 46
36, 888, 371.28
66, 611, 066. 69

120, 599, 6917. 08
143, 984, 462. 69
126, 567, 723. 60
143, 653, 183. 79
159, 727, 804. 30
155, 764, 232. T4
155, 584, 082. 39
161, 752, 027. 61
171, 673, 722. 10
1717, 329, 578. 41
311, 380, 192. 77
805, 673, 873. 14
255, 474, 526.83
621, 151, 904. 11

1, 213, 807, 026. 256

961, 729, 848. 71
1, 264, 062, 945. 99

1 Expenditures under appropriation for collection of agricultural

statistics, etc., for promoting agriculture, ete.

Interior.)

(Patent Office,

*This appears to be the first showing disbursements for salaries
under Department of Agriculture.

- Department, Di

‘I‘reasury
Apr. 13, 1938.

vision of Bookkeeping and Warrants,
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will state the
next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations.

The next amendment was, under the heading “Bureau of
Animal Industry—Salaries and expenses,” on page 26, line
18, after the word “animal”, to insert a colon and the fol-
lowing additional proviso: “Provided further, That within
the above limitations the Secretary shall provide for higher
payments in areas where compulsory testing for Bang's dis-
ease is in progress, such higher payments not to exceed $5
in the case of grade animals and $8 in the case of pure-
bred animals”; on page 27, line 1, before the word ‘“the”, to
strike out “no payment has been made prior to that date
by”, and on the same page, line 3, after the word “con-
demned”, to strike out the semicolon and “but in such cases
the Federal payment shall not exceed the amount which the
Federal Government normally would pay if the indemnity
was being paid jointly by the State and the Federal Govern-
ment” and insert “has made no payment or has not equaled
the Federal payment”, so as to read:

Eradicating tuberculosis and Bang's disease: For the control and
eradication of the diseases of tuberculosis and paratuberculosis of
animals, avian tuberculosis, and Bang's disease of cattle, $5,403,-
000, together with the unobligated balances of the funds made
available by the act of May 25, 1934 (48 Stat. 805), and section 37
of the act of August 24, 1935 (49 Stat. 775-776): Provided, That
in carrying out the purpose of this appropriation, if in the opinion
of the Secretary of Agriculture it shall be necessary to condemn
and destroy tuberculous or paratuberculous cattle, or cattle react-
ing to the test for Bang's disease, and if such animals have been
destroyed, condemned, or die after condemnation, he may, in his
discretion, and in accordance with such rules and regulations as
he may prescribe, expend in the city of Washington or elsewhere
such sums as he determine to be necessary for the payment
of indemnities to owners of such animals but, except as herein-
after provided, no part of the money hereby appropriated shall be
used in compensating owners of such cattle except in cooperation
with and supplementary to payments to be made by State, Terri-
tory, county, or municipality where condemnation of such cattle
shall take place, nor shall any payment be made hereunder as
compensation for or on account of any such animal if at the time
of inspection or test, or at the time of condemnation thereof, it
shall belong to or be upon the premises of any person, firm, or
corporation to which it has been sold, shipped, or delivered for
the purpose of being slaughtered: Provided further, That out of
the money hereby appropriated no payment as compensation for
any cattle condemned for slaughter shall exceed one-third of the
difference between the appralised value of such cattle and the
value of the salvage thereof; that, except as herelnafter provided,
no payment hereunder shall exceed the amount paid or to be paid
by the State, Territory, county, and municipality where the animal
shall be condemned; and that in no case shall any payment here-
under be more than $25 for any grade animal or more than $50
for any pure-bred animal: Provided further, That within the above
limitations the Secretary shall provide for higher payments in
areas where compulsory testing for Bang’s disease is in progress,
such higher payments not to exceed $5 In the case of grade animals
and 88 in the case of pure-bred animals: Provided further, That
indemnity payments may be made for cattle slaughtered prior to
May 1, 1939, even though the State, Territory, county, or munici-
pality where animals are condemned has made no payment or has
not equaled the Federal payment: Provided further, That not to
exceed $100,000 of the amount herein made available may be used
for continuation of sclentific experimentation In diseases of live-
stock as authorized by section 37 of the act of August 24, 1935
(7 U. 8. B. 612b).

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 28, line 6, after the
word “authorities”, to strike out “$120,000” and insert “$124,-
192”, so as to read:

Hog-cholera control: For the control and eradication of hog
cholera and related swine diseases, by such means as may be
necessary, including demonstrations, the formation of organiza-
tions, and other methods, either independently or in coopera-
tion with farmers’ assoclations, Btate or county authorities,
$124,192,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 28, after line 17, to
strike out the following subhead:

Meat inspection.

The amendment was agreed fo.

The next amendment was, on page 29, line 2, after the
word ‘“‘printing”, to strike out “$5,400,000” and insert “$5,412,-
600", so as to read:

Meat ion: For e in out the provisions of

inspect xpenses carrying
the Meat Inspection Act of June 30, 1806 (21 U. 8. C. 95), as
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amended by the act of March 4, 1907 (21 U. 8. C. 71-04), as ex-
tended to equine meat by the act of July 24, 1919 (21 U. S. C. 96),
and as authorized by section 2 (a) of the act of June 26, 1934
(31 U. 8, C. 726a), Including the purchase of printed tags, labels,
stamps, and certificates without regard to existing laws applicable
to public printing, $5,412,600.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Eradica-
tion of foot-and-mouth and other contagious diseases of
animals”, on page 32, line 4, after the word “Industry”, to
strike out “$10,322,131” and insert “$14,138,923”, so as to
read:

Total, Bureau of Animal Industry, $14,138923, of which amount
not to exceed $873,141 may be expended for departmental personal
services in the District of Columbia, and not to exceed $66,150
shall be available for the purchase of motor-propelled and horse-

drawn passenger-carrying vehicles necessary in the conduct of field
work outside the District of Columbia.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the heading “Bureau of
Dairy Industry—Salaries and expenses,” on page 33, line 2,
after the word “buildings”, to strike out “$640,699” and insert
“$653,120", so as to read:

Dairy investigations: For conducting Investigations, experi-
ments, and demonstrations in dalry industry, cooperative inves-
tigations of the dairy industry in the various States, and inspection
of renovated-butter factories, including repairs to buildings, not
to exceed $5,000 for the construction of buildings, $653,120.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 33, line 3, after the
word “Industry”, to strike out “$711,194” and insert
“$723,615”, and in line 4, after the word “exceed”, to strike
out “$338,470” and insert “$348,550”, so as to read:

Total, Bureau of Dairy Industry, $723,615, of which amount not
to exceed $348,550 may be expended for personal services in the
District of Columbia.

The amendment was agreed to. )

The next amendment was, under the heading “Bureau of
Plant Industry—Salaries and expenses”, on page 34, line 8,
before the word “of”, to strike out “$40,000” and insert
“$76,635”, and in the same line, after the word “which”, to
strike out “$4,000” and insert “$40,000”, so as to read:

Botany: For investigation, improvement, and utilization of wild
plants and grazing lands, and for determining the distribution of
weeds and means of their control, 76,635, of which $40,000 shall

be expended for seclentific investigation concerning control and
eradication of whitetop, bindweed, and other noxious weeds.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 34, line 17, after the
word “production”, to strike out “$532,371” and insert
“$541,871", so as to read:

Cereal crops and diseases: For the investigation and improve-
ment of cereals, Including corn, and methods of cereal production
and for the study and control of cereal diseases, and for the inves-
tigation of the cultivation and breeding of flax for seed purposes,
including a study of flax diseases, and for the investigation and
improvement of broomcorn and methods of broomecorn produce-
tion, $541,871,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 35, line 6, after the
word “conditions”, to strike out “$211,828” and inserf
“$226,828", so as to read:

Dry-land agriculture: For the investigation and improvement of
methods of crop production under subhumid, semiarid, or dry-
land conditions, $226,828: Provided, That no part of this appro-

priation shall be used for the establishment of any new field
station.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 35, line 18, after the
word ‘“control”, to strike out “$294,993” and insert
“$304,993”, so as to read:

Forage crops and diseases: For the investigation and improve-
ment of forage crops, including grasses, alfalfas, clovers, soybeans,
lespedezas, vetches, cowpeas, fleld peas, and miscellaneous leg-
umes; for the Investigation of green-manure crops and cover
crops; for investigations looking to the improvement of pastures;
and for the investigation of forage-crop diseases and methods of
control, $304,993.

The amendment was agreed to.
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The next amendment was, on page 36, line 13, after the
word “storage”, to strike out “$1,159,182" and insert “$1,289,-
182", s0 as to read:

Fruit and vegetable crops and diseases: For investigation and
control of diseases, for improvement of methods of culture, propa-
gation, breeding, selection, and related activities concerned with
the production of fruits, nuts, vegetables, ornamentals, and related
plants, for investigation of methods of harvesting, packing, ship-
ping, storing, and utilizing these products, and for studies of the
physioclogical and related changes of such products during
of marketing and while in commercial storage, $1,289,182.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 37, line 16, after the
word “country”, to strike out “$100,933"” and insert ““$300,000",
so as to read:

Plant exploration and introduction: For investigations in seed
and plant introduction, ineluding the study, collection, purchase,
testing, propagation, and distribution of rare and valuable seeds,
bulbs, trees, shrubs, vines, cuttings, and plants from foreign coun-
tries and from our ons, and for experiments with reference
to their introduction and cultivation in this country, §300,000.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 39, line 12, after the
word “seed”, to strike out “$297,500” and insert “$322,500”,
so as to read:

Sugar-plant investigations: For sugar-plant investigations, in-
cluding studies of diseases and the improvement of sugar beets and
sugar-beet seed, $322,500,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 39, line 20, after the
word “Industry”, to strike out “$4,435,040” and insert
“$4 860,242", and, in line 21, after the word “exceed”, to
strike out “$1,499,573” and insert “$1,504,573”, so as to read:

Total, Bureau of Plant Industry, $4,860,242, of which amount not
to exceed $1,504,573 may be expended for departmental personal
services in the District of Columbia and not to exceed $14,550
shall be available for the purchase of motor-propelled and horse-
drawn passenger-carrying vehicles necessary in the conduct of field
work outside the District of Columbia.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the heading “Forest
Service—Salaries and expenses”, on page 43, line 2, after
the word “forests”, to insert a comma and “including experi-
mental forests”, and on page 44, line 1, after “(16 U. S. C.
471, 499, 505, 564-570)”, to strike out the comma and “lands
transferred by authority of the Secretary of Agriculture from
the Resettlement Administration to the Forest Service, and
lands transferred to the Forest Service under authority of
the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, $11,569,754” and
insert “$11,504,754"”, so as to read:

National forest protection and management: For the adminis-
tration, protection, use, maintenance, improvement, and develop-
ment of the national forests, including the establishment and
maintenance of forest tree nurseries, including the procurement
of tree seed and nursery stock by purchase, production, or other-
wise, seeding and tree planting and the care of plantations and
young growth; the maintenance and operation of aerial fire con-
trol by contract or otherwise, including the purchase of one air-
plane; the maintenance of roads and trails and the construction
and maintenance of all other improvements necessary for the
proper and economical administration, protection, development,
and use of the national forests, including experimental forests:
Provided, That where, in the opinion of the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, direct purchases will be more economieal than construction,
improvements may be purchased; the construction, equipment, and
maintenance of sanitary, fire preventive, and recreational facilities;
control of destructive forest tree diseases and insects; timber cul-
tural operations; development and application of fish and game
management plans; propagation and transplanting of plants suit-
able for planting on semiarid portions of the national forests;
estimating and appraising of timber and other resources and de-
velopment and application of plans for their effective management,
sale, and use; examination, classification, surveying, and appraisal
of land incident to effecting exchanges authorized by law and of
lands within the boundaries of the national forests that may be
opened to homestead settlement and entry under the act of June
11, 1906 (16 U. 8. C. 506-509), and the act of August 10, 1912 (16
U. 8. C. 508), as provided by the act of March 4, 1913 (16 U. 8. C.
512); and all expenses necessary for the use, maintenance, im-
provement, protection, and general administration of the national
forests, including lands under contract for purchase or for the
acquisition of which condemnation proceedings have been insti-
tuted under the act of March 1, 1911 (16 U. 8. C. 521), and the act
of June 7, 1924 (16 U. 8. C. 471, 499, 505, 564-570), $11,604,754:
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Provided, That $200 of this appropriation shall be available for
the expenses of properly caring for the graves of firefighters buried
at Wallace, Idaho; Newport, Wash.; and Saint Maries, Idaho.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 44, line 15, after the
word “forests”, to strike out “$20,000” and insert “$10,000",
so as to read:

‘Water rights: For the investigation and establishment of water
rights, including the purchase thereof or of lands or interests in
lands or rights-of-way for use and protection of water rights nec-

essary or beneficial in connection with the administration and
public use of the national forests, $10,000,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 45, line 3, after the
word “industries”, to strike out “$200,000” and insert “$100,-
000", so as to read: '

Private forestry cooperation: For cooperation with and advice
to timberland owners and associations, wood-using industries or
other appropriate agencies in the application of forest manage-
ment principles to private forest lands, so as to attain sustained
yleld management, the conservation of the timber resource, the

productivity of forest lands, and the stabilization of employment
and economic continuance of forest industries, $100,000.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 45, line 20, after the
word “elsewhere”, to strike out “$638,403” and insert “658,-
403", so as to read:

Forest management: Fire, silvicultural, and other forest investi-

gations and experiments under section 2, as amended, at forest
experiment stations or elsewhere, $658,403.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 45, line 24, after the
word “elsewhere”, to strike out “$225,935” and insert “$250,-
935", so as to read:

Range investigations: Investigations and experiments to develop
improved methods of management of forest and other ranges under

section 7, at forest or range experiment stations or elsewhere,
$250,935.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 46, line 7, after the
numerals “10”, to strike out “$100,000” and insert *“$121,-
295", so as to read:

Forest economics: Investigations in forest economics under sec-
tion 10, $121,295.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 46, line 15, after the
word “therefor”, to strike out “$114,152” and insert “$164,-
152", so as to read:

Forest influences: For investigations and experiments at forest
experiment stations or elsewhere for determining and demonstrat-
ing the influence of natural vegetative cover characteristic of
forest, range, or other wild land on water conservation, flood con~-
trol, stream-flow regulation, erosion, climate, and maintenance of
soll productivity, and for developing preventive and control mea-
sures therefor, $164,152.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 46, line 16, after the
word “expenses”, to strike out “$14,454,105” and insert
“$14,395,400", so as to read:

In all, salaries and expenses, $14,305,400; and in addition thereto
there are hereby appropriated all moneys received as contributions
toward cooperative work under the provisions of section 1 of the
act approved March 3, 1926 (16 U. 8. C. 572), which funds shall
be covered into the Treasury and constitute a part of the special
funds provided by the Act of June 30, 1914 (16 U. 8. C. 488):
Provided, That not to exceed $853,349 may be expended for de-
partmental personal services in the District of Columbia: Pro-
vided further, That not to exceed $1,000 may be expended for the
contribution of the United States to the cost of the office of the
secretariat of the International Union of Forest Research Statlons.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 47, line 16, after the
word “act”, to strike out “$1,610,007” and insert “$2,500,000”,
and in line 17, after the word “exceed”, to strike out “$45,~
277" and insert “$83,197", so as to read:

FOREST-FIRE COOPERATION

For cooperation with the various States or other appropriate
agencles in forest-fire prevention and suppression and the protec-
tion of timbered and cut-over lands in accordance with the pro-

visions of sections 1, 2, and 3 of the act entitled “An act to pro-
vide for the protection of forest lands, for the reforestation of
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denuded areas, for the extension of national forests, and for other
purposes, in order to promote continuous production of timber
on lands chiefly valuable therefor,” approved June 7, 1924 (16
U. 8. C. 664-570), as amended, including also the study of the
effect of tax laws and the Investigation of timber insurance as
provided in section 3 of said act, $2,500,000, of which not to ex-
ceed $83,197 shall be avallable for departmental services
in the District of Columbia and not to exceed $2,600 for the
purchase of supplies and equipment required for the purposes of
saild act In the District of Columbia.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Acquisi-
tion of lands for national forests” on page 49, line 2, after
the word “lands”, to strike out “$2,000,000” and insert
$3,000,000”; in line 3, after the word “exceed”, to strike out
“$75,000” and insert “$112,500”; and in line 5, after the name
“District of Columbia”, to strike out the colon and the fol-
lowing additional proviso:

Provided further, That no part of this appropriation shall be
used to acquire any of the following described lands in the State
of Nevada: Sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 10 to 15, inclusive, S, NEY;, Wl;,
and SE1; sec. 16, El; sec. 18, ElLNEY,, N, NW1,, and SWI,NW,
sec. 21, secs, 22 and 23, N1;, N1,SW1;, and NE,SEl} sec. 24, secs.
26 and 28, T. 18 N., R 18 E.; secs. 20, 22, 24, 25, 27, 28, and 32,
T.19 N, R. 18 E; secs. 7, 8§, 18, 19, 30, and 31, T. 20 N, R. 18 E,;
secs. 1, 11, 18, and 15, T. 17 N, R. 19 E.; secs. 4 to 10, inclusive,
and 14 to 19, inclusive, NI, NW1; sec. 20, secs. 21 to 28, inclusive,
El; sec. 34, and all sec. 85, T. 18 N, R. 19 E,; sec. 32, T. 19 N,,
R. 19 E,; and sec. 31, T. 18 N, R. 20 E,, Mount Diablo meridian.

So as to read:

For the acquisition of forest lands under the provisions of the
act approved March 1, 1911, as amended (16 U. 8. C. 513-519, 521),
including the transfer to the Office of the Seclicitor of such funds
for the employment by that office of persons and means in the
District of Columbia and elsewhere as may be necessary in con-
nection with the acquisition of such lands, $3,000,000: Provided,
That not to exceed $112,600 of the sum appropriated in this
paragraph may be expended for departmental personal services in
the District of Columbia.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 49, after line 23, to
insert:

For the acquisition of certain lands for and the addition thereof
to the Tahoe National Forest, in the State of Nevada, in accordance
with the provisions of the act entitled “An act to provide for the
acquisition of certain lands for and the addition thereof to the
Tahoe National Forest, in the State of Nevada, and the acquisition
of certain other lands for the completion of the acquisition of the
remaining lands within the limits of the Great Smoky Mountains
National Park, In east Tennessee,” approved February 12, 1938,
$325,000.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 50, line 16, after the
word “Service”, to strike out “$18,614,112” and insert “$20,-
370,400, so as to read: ;

Total, Forest Service, $20,370,400, of which amount not to exceed
$57,915 shall be available for the purchase of motor-propelled and
horse-drawn passenger-carrying vehicles necessary in the conduct of
field work outside the District of Columbia, and in addition thereto
there is authorized for expenditure from funds provided for carrying
out the provisions of the Federal Highway Act of November 9, 1921
(23 U. 8. C. 21, 23), not to exceed §7,087 for the purchase of motor-
propelled passenger-carrying vehicles for use by the Forest Service
in the construction and maintenance of national-forest roads.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the heading “Bureau of
Chemistry and Soils—Salaries and expenses”, on page 52,
line 10, after the word “analysis”, to strike out “$342,500”
and insert “$372,500”, so as to read:

chemical investigations: For conducting the investl-
gations contemplated by the act of May 15, 1862 (5 U. 8. C. b11,
512), relating to the application of chemistry to agriculture; for the
biologieal, chemical, physical, microscopical, and technological inves-
tigation of foods, feeds, drugs, plant and animal products, and sub-
stances used in the manufacture thereof; for investigations of the
physiclogical effects and for the pharmacological testing of such
products and of insecticides; for the investigation and development
of methods for the manufacture of sugars, sugar sirups and
starches and the utilization of new agricultural materials for such
purposes; for the technological investigation of the utilization of
fruits and vegetables and for frozen pack Investigations; for the
investigation of chemicals for the control of noxious weeds and
plants; and to cooperate with associations and scientific societies in
the development of methods of analysis, $372,500.
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Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, there is no objection on
my part to the committee amendment, but in the report
accompanying the bill there is a break-down of this increase
of $30,000, wherein the increase is allocated exclusively to
tung oil investigation, and it is my understanding that
$20,000 was to be allocated for tung oil investigation and
$10,000 for investigation and development of methods for
the manufacture of sugar, sugar sirups, and starches, and
utilization of new agricultural methods for such purposes.
I should like to ask the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RusseLrl,
in charge of the bill, whether that was not an error in the
report?

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from Louisiana is eorrect,
Mr. President. Twenty thousand dollars of that appropria-
tion was provided for the tung oil investigation, and through
some error in writing up the report it was omitted to state
that $10,000 of that fund was to restore a Budget estimate
for the purpose of carrying on the sugarcane and sugar beet
investigation,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree-
ing to the committee amendment on page 52, line 10.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will state the
next amendment of the committee.

The next amendment was, on page 52, line 21, after the
figures “$236,200"”, to insert a comma and “of which not to
exceed $25,000 shall be available for the construction and
equipment of an experimental laboratory building, to be
erected on land donated to the United States”, so as to
read:

Industrial utilization of farm products and byproducts: For the
investigation, development, experimental demonstration, and ap-
plication of methods for the industrial utilization of agricultural
products, waste, and byproducts, and products made
except as otherwise provided for in this act, by the application of
chemical, physical, and technological methods, including the
changes produced by micro-organisms such as yeasts, bacteria,
molds, and fungi; the utilization for color, medicinal, and tech-
nical purposes of substances grown or produced in the United
;}tnt&:. 3236.3.00.‘?! w;:gcdh ng; to e:ce:d $25,000 ahallmbe avallable
or the construction e ment of an experimen labora
building, to be erected on ?ang. donated to the United Bt:tea. o

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 53, line 12, after the
word “operations”, to strike out “$40,000” and insert “$47,-
500", so as to read:

Agricultural fires and explosive dusts: For the investigation, de-
velopment, experimental demonstration, and application of
methods for the prevention and control of dust explosions and
fires during the harvesting, handling, milling, processing, fumi-
gating, and storing of agricultural products, and for other dust
explosions and resulting fires not otherwise provided for, includ-
ing fires in grain mills and elevators, cotton gins, cotton-oil mills,
and other structures; the heating, charring, and ignition of agri-
cultural products; fires on farms and in rural communities and
other explosions and fires in connection with farm and agricul-
tural operations, $47,5600.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 54, line 1, after the
word “surveys”, to strike out “$298,708” and insert “$328,-
700", so as to read:

Soil survey: For the investigation of soils and their origin, for
survey of the extent of classes and types, and for indicating upon
maps and plats, by coloring or otherwise, the results of such in-
vestigations and surveys, $328,700.

The amendment was agreed tfo.

The next amendment was, on page 54, line 13, after the
word “Soils”, to strike out “$1,427,508” and insert “$1,495,~
000”; in line 14, after the word “exceed”, to strike out
“$986.881"” and insert “$1,018,341"”, so as to read:

Total, Bureau of Chemistry and Soils, $1,495,000, of which
amount not to exceed $1,018,341 may be expended for personal
services In the District of Columbia, and not to exceed $1,900 shall
be avallable for the purchase of motor-propelled and horse-drawn
passenger-carrying vehicles necessary in the conduct of field work
outside the District of Columbia.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the heading “Bureau
of Entomology and Plant Quarantine—Salaries and ex-
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penses”, on page 56, line 4, after the word “beetle”, to strike
out “$369,000” and insert “$395,000”, so as to read:

Japanese beetle control: For the conirol and prevention of spread
of the Japanese beetle, $395,000.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 58, line 7, after the
word “shrubs”, to strike out “$228,700” and insert “$253,1007,
so as to read:

Forest insects: For insects affecting forests and forest products,
under section 4 of the act approved May 22, 1928 (16 U. 8. C. 581c),
entitled “An act to insure adequate supplies of timber and other
forest products for the people of the United States, to promote the
full use for timber growing and other purposes of forest lands in
the United States, including farm wood lots and those abandoned
areas not suitable for agricultural production, and to secure the
correlation and the most economical conduct of forest research in
the Department of Agriculture, through research in reforestation,
timber growing, protection, utilization, forest economics, and
related subjects”, and for insects affecting ornamental trees and
shrubs, $253,100: Provided, That $40,000 of this amount shall only
be available for expenditure when matched by State funds.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 58, line 12, after the
word “moths”, to strike out “$375,000” and insert “$400,000",
so as to read:

Gypsy and brown-tail moth control: For the control and pre-
vention of spread of the gypsy and brown-tail moths, $400,000.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 59, line 4, after the
word ‘“disease”, to strike out “$303,489” and insert “$378,-
489", so as to read:

Dutch elm disease eradication: For determining and applying
methods of eradication, control, and prevention of the spread of
the disease of elm trees known as “Dutch elm disease”, $£378,489:

Provided, That, in the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture,-

no expenditures from this appropriation shall be made for these
purposes until a sum or sums at least equal to such expenditures
shall have been appropriated. subscribed, or contributed by State,
county, or local authorities, or by individuals, or organizations
concerned: Provided further, That no part of this appropriation
shall be used to pay the cost or value of trees or other property
injured or destroyed.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 59, line 16, after the
word “crops”, to strike out “$461,580, of which $80,000 shall
be immediately available for construction and equipment of
laboratory and service buildings and necessary facilities” and
insert “$381,580", so as to read:

Truck crop and garden insects: For insects affecting truck crops,
ornamental, and garden plants, including tobacco, sugar beets,
and greenhouse and bulbous crops, $381,580.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I am trying to follow
these amendments as best I can, having only seen the bill 10
minutes ago. I ask the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RussgLL]
whether there is anything in this bill to continue the Mata-
nuska fiasco?

Mr. RUSSELL. The Matanuska resettlement project——

Mr. VANDENBERG. That is the same thing.

Mr. RUSSELL. It is not provided for by direct appropria-
tion. It comes from allocations of funds carried in the relief
bill for the benefit of the Farm Security Administration.

Mr. VANDENBERG. That comes out of the other pot.

Mr. RUSSELL. The funds are derived from the relief bill
other than the item under consideration.

Mr. VANDENBERG. That is from the other pot.

Mr. POPE. In the 1938 agricultural bill provision was
made for the establishment of agricultural research labora-
tories. Is there any appropriation for that purpose in this
bill?

Mr, RUSSELL. That item has not been reached. When
it is reached I understand there will be some discussion
of it. It is to be found on page 93 of the bill.

Mr. DAVIS. I ask unanimous consent to return to the item
on page 45, lines 17 to 20, both inclusive, and ask for an ex-
planation from the Senator from Georgia as to why the reduc-
tion of $20,000 was made in that item? In other words, will

the Senator give me a reason why we should not have an addi-
tional $20,000 attached to that item?

Mr, RUSSELL. The committee amendment provides for
an increase of $20,000 for research work and experimentation
in white pine. The amendment was offered in the committee
by the Senator from New York [Mr. CoreLanD], who stated
that in the Eastern States a number of diseases were attack-
ing the white-pine trees, and that it was very essential that
some research work be made if we were to avoid the loss of
all these white-pine trees.

Mr, DAVIS. I should like to ask that an additional $20,000
he added to the $658,403 provided in the committee amend-
ment.

Mr. RUSSELL. For what purpose does the Senator wish
to provide the additional $20,000?

Mr. DAVIS. To carry on the investigation in the State
of Pennsylvania. The amount provided is not sufficient to
carry on the investigation in the State of Pennsylvania.

Mr. RUSSELL. There is no language in the bill which
would confine the expenditure of this amount to any one
State. ;

Mr. DAVIS. The amount provided is not sufficient to
carry on the work in Pennsylvania, which is to be a part of
the general investigation.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Does the Senator mean that you
can buy anything as cheap as $20,000 in Pennsylvania?

Mr. DAVIS. Except elections.

Mr. RUSSELL. . Is the Senator referring to the item on
page 45 or the item on page 44?

Mr. DAVIS. The item on page 45, lines 17 to 20. The
amount provided is $658,403. It ought to be $678403. We
are asking for $20,000 additional to carry on that work in
Pennsylvania.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I do not think that that
appropriation is necessary to obtain the result the Senator
from Pennsylvania has in mind. This item allows all the
funds that were estimated by the Budget, and in addition
$20,000 to carry on this research work in connection with
the white pine. No definite plans have been made, as I un-
derstand, for the expenditure of this increased amount of
$20,000 over and above the appropriation for last year. The
Senator from New York [Mr., CopeLanp] was advised that
considerable research work was imperative and should be
done with respect to the white pine, due to the fact that it
was being attacked by some unusual diseases at this time.
I do not think it is necessary to add $20,000, because
$20,000 was all that was asked for research work in white
pine in the entire Eastern States. That represents an in-
crease above the Budget estimate and an increase above
last year’s appropriation of $20,000.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. COPELAND. As I understand, the Senator from
Pennsylvania is offering an amendment proposing an addi-
tional appropriation of $20,000. .

Mr. DAVIS. Yes.

Mr. COPELAND. For what purpose?

Mr. DAVIS. To carry on the work which the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL] is describing,

Mr, COPELAND. Let me say, for the benefit of the
Senator from Pennsylvania and the Senate, that testimony
on the subject was given before the committee. The Cham-
ber of Commerce of Glens Falls, N. Y., appealed to me.
Glens Falls used to be the center of the white-pine industry.
The State Forestry Association also appealed to me. They
made clear, as did also the witness from the Department,
that if $20,000 were added to the bill to carry on the work
in connection with the white-pine study, that amount would
be sufficient.

Mr. DAVIS. Sufficient funds are not provided in the bill,
as I understand, to carry on the study in Pennsylvania, to-
gether with the study being carried on in New York; and we
should like to have an additional $20,000 so that there will be
sufficient funds to carry on that study.




6450

Mr. COPELAND. Let me say to the Senator that the study
of white pine covers problems in the Northeastern States—
New England, New York, and Pennsylvania. I think I am
correct in saying to the Senator that if the $20,000 is apprc-
priated, exactly what he has in mind will be accomplished,
because the sum is identical, the problem is identical, and
the location is identical. So I am sure the problem will be
solved.

Mr. DAVIS. I am satisfied with the statement made by
the Senator from New York.

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator yleld for a
question?

Mr. RUSSELL, I yield.

Mr. POPE. Is the appropriation with reference to the
investigation of the diseases of white pine limited to any
particular States?

Mr. RUSSELL. It is not. I tried to make that point clear.
The item is for research work to endeavor to find some method
of combating diseases attacking white pine anywhere in the
United States. If the research is successful in determining
any way of saving the white-pine trees, the results of the
research will be just as available in Oregon, if white pine
grows there, as they will be in New York, Pennsylvania, or
any other State.

Mr. POPE. I am informed that the largest stand of virgin
white pine in the world is in Idaho.

Mr. RUSSELL. I trust the research will enable the Senator
from Idaho to save his white-pine forests.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The next amendment will
be stated.

The next amendment was, on page 60, line 23, after the
word “authorities”, to strike out “$296,800” and insert “$446,-
800", so as to read:

Pink bollworm control: For the control and prevention of spread
of the pink bollworm, including the establishment of such cotton-
free areas as may be necessary to stamp out any infestation, and
for necessary surveys and control operauons in Mexico in coopera-
tion with the Mexican Government or local Mexican authorities,
$446,800.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 61, line 4, after the
word “animals”, to strike out “$172,600” and insert “$191,-
100", so as to read:

Insects affecting man and animals: For insects affecting man,
household possessions, and animals, $191,100,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 61, line 12, after the
word “control”, to strike out “$149,790” and insert “$159,790",
so as to read:

Insect-pest survey and identification: For the identification and
classification of insects, including taxonomic, morphological, and
related phases of insect-pest control and the maintenance of an
insect-pest survey for the collection and dissemination of informa-

tion to Federal, State, and other agencles concerned with insect-
pest control, $159,790.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 62, line 3, after the
word “fungicides”, to strike out “$123,984" and insert “$148,-
984", so as to read:

Insecticide and fungicide investigations: For the investigation
and development of methods of manufacturing insecticides and
fungicides, and for mmtigat'mg chemical problems relating to the
composition, action, and application of insecticides and fungi-
cides, $148,984,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 63, line 13, before the
words “of which”, to strike out “$5407967" and insert
“35,681.867" and in line 14, before the word “may”, to strike

out “$856,710” and insert “$873,730", so as to read.

Total, Bureau of Entomology and Plant Quarantine, $5,681,867,
of which amount not to exceed $873,730 may be expended for per-
sonal services in the District of Columbia, and not to exceed

$46,880 shall be available for the purchase of motor-propelled and
horse-drawn passenger: vehicles necessary in the conduct

~carrying
of field work outside the District of Col
The amendment was agreed to.
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The next amendment was, under the heading “Bureau of
Biological Survey—Salaries and expenses,” on page 64, line
18, after the word “structures”, to strike out “$76,000” and
insert “$91,000”, so as to read:

Fur resources investigations: For investigations, experiments,
demonstrations, and cooperation in connection with the produc-
tion and l.lrtﬂiz?:iron of n&:imals the pelts of which are used com-
mercially for , Ineluding the erection of buil
and other structures, $91,000. N .

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 65, line 18, after “(16
U. 8. C, 667", to strike out “$612,000” and insert “$650, 000"
so as to read:

Control of predatory animals and injurious rodents: For inves-
tigations, demonstrations, and cooperation in destroying animals
injurious to agriculture, horticulture, forestry, animal husbandry,
and wild game; and in protecting stock and other domestic ani-
mals through the suppression of rabies and other diseases in
predatory wild animals; and for construction, repairs, additions,
and installations in and about the grounds and buildings of the
game-management supply depot and laboratory at Pocatello, Idaho,
including purchase, transportation, and handling of auppuas and
materials for distribution from sald depot to other projects, in
accordance with the provisions of the act approved June 24, 1936
(16 U. 8. C. 667), $650,000,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 66, line 16, after the
word “exceed”, to strike out “$5,000” and insert “$10,0007,
s0 as to read:

Protection of migratory birds: For all necessary expenses for
enforcing the provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of July
3, 1918 (16 U. 8. C. T03-T11), as amended by the act of June 20,
1936 (16 U. 8. C. T03-709a), to carry into effect the treaty with
Great Britain for the protection of birds migrating between the
United States and Canada (39 Stat. pt. 2, 1702), and the conven-
United Mexican States
for the protection of migratory birds and game mammals; for co-
operation with local authorities in the protection of mlgra
birds, and for necessary investigations connected therewith; for
the enforcement of sections 241, 242, 243, and 244 of the act
approved March 4, 1909 (18 U. 8. C. 391-394), entitled “An act to
codify, revise, and amend the penal laws of the United States™
as amended by title II of the act approved June 15, 1935 (18
U. 8. C. 392-394), and for the enforcement of section 1 of the act
approved May 25, 1800 (16 U. 8. C. 701), entitled “An act to
enlarge the powers of the Department of Agriculture, prohibit the
transportation by interstate commerce of game killed in violation
of local laws, and for other purposes,” including all necessary
investigations in connection therewith, $315,000, of which not to
exceed $10,000 may be expended in the discretion of the Secretary
of Agriculture for the purpose of securing information concerning
violations of the laws for the enforcement of which this appro-
priation is made available.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 68, line 13, after the

word “expenses”, to strike out “$2,010,340” and insert “$2,-
063,340", so as to read:

In all, salaries and expenses, $2,063,340,

The amendment was agreed to.

The n2xt amendment was, on page 69, line 24, after the
word “Survey” to strike out “$2,135,340” and insert “$3,188,-
340”; in line 25, after the word “exceed”, to strike out
“$588,700"" and insert “$640,700"”; and on page 70, line 2, after
the word “exceed”, to strike out “$51,785” and insert
“$54,185", so as to read:

FEDERAL AID IN WILDLIFE RESTORATION

For carrying out the provisions of the act entitled “An act to
provide that the United States shall aid the States in wildlife
restoration projects, and for other purposes,” approved September
2, 1937 (50 Stat. 917), $1,000,000: Provided, That expenditures
hereunder shall not exceed the aggregate receipts covered into the

under the provisions of sald act.

Total, Bureau of Blologlcal Survey, 3,188,840, of which mmmt
not to exceed #640,700 may be expended for personal services im
the District of Columbia, and not to exceed $54,185, shall be avail-
able for the purchase of motor-propelled passenger
vehicles necessary in the conduct of field work outside the Distrl
of Columbia: Provided, That the appropriation of $6,000,000 con-
talned in title VII of the act of June 15, 1935 (16 U. 8. C. T1bk-1),
shall be available for the maintenance, repair, and operation of
motor-propelled passenger-carrying vehicles.

The amendment was agreed to.
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The next amendment was, under the heading “Bureau of
Agricultural Engineering—Salaries and expenses”, on page
75, line 15, after the word “equipment”, to insert “and rural
electrification”; on page 76, line 3, before the word “for”, to
strike out “$5,000” and insert “$10,000”; and in the same line,
after the word “buildings”, to strike out “$401,200"” and insert
“$497,000”, so as to read:

Agricultural engineering investigations: For investigations, ex-
periments, and demonstrations involving the application of engi*
neering principles to agriculture, independently or in cooperation
with Federal, State, county, or other public agencies or with farm
bureaus, organizations, or individuals; for investigating and
reporting upon the utilization of water in farm irrigation and the
best methods to apply in practice; the different kinds of farm
power and appliances; the flow of farm water in ditches, pipes, and
other conduits; the duty, apportionment, and measurement of
farm irrigation water; the customs, regulations, and laws affecting
farm firrigation; snow surveys and forecasts of farm irrigation
water supplies, and the drainage of farms and of swamps and other
wet lands which may be made available for agricultural purposes;
for preparing plans for the removal of surplus farm water by
drainage; for developing equipment for farm irrigation and drain-
age; for investigating and reporting upon farm domestic water
supply and drainage disposal, upon the design and construction of
farm bulldings and their appurtenances and of bulldings for
processing and storing farm products; upon farm power and
mechanical farm equipment and rural electrification; upon the
engineering problems relating to the v rtation,
and storage of perishable and other agricultural products; and
upon the engineering problems involved in adapting physical
characteristics of farm land to the use of modern farm machin-
ery; for in atlons of cotton ginning under the act approved
April 19, 1830 (7 U, 8. C. 424, 425); for giving expert advice and
assistance in agricultural engineering; for collating, reporting, and
illustrating the results of investigations and preparing, publishing,
and distributing bulletins, plans, and reports; including the
employment of persons and means in the Distriet of Columbia
and elsewhere, and not to exceed #$10,000 for construction of
buildings, $487,400.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 76, line 5, after the
word “Engineering”, to strike out “$438,800” and insert
“$535,000”, and in line 6, after the word “exceed”, to strike
out “$176,955” and insert ““$185,955”, so as to read:

Total, Bureau of Agricultural Engineering, $535,000, of which
amount not to exceed $185,955 may be expended for personal
services in the District of Columbia, and not to exceed 4,375
ghall be avallable for the purchase of motor-propelled and horse-
drawn passenger-carrying vehicles necessary in the conduct of fleld
work outside the District of Columbia.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the heading “Bureau of
Agricultural Economics—Salaries and expenses”, on page 77,
line 2, after the word “products”, to strike out “$346,580"
and insert “$356,580"”, s0 as to read:

Farm management and practice: To investigate and encourage
the adoption of improved methods of farm managermnent and farm
practice, and for ascertaining the cost of production of the prin-
cipal staple agricultural products, $356,5680.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 80, line 11, after the
word “contained”, to strike out “$415,650” and insert
“$469,700”, so as to read:

Market inspection of farm products: For enabling the

of Agriculture, independently and in cooperation with other
branches of the Government, State agencies, purchasing and con-
suming organizations, boards of trade, chambers of commerce, or
other associations of businessmen or trade organizations, and per-
sons or corporations engaged. in the production, transportation,
marketing, and distribution of farm and food products, whether
operating in one or more jurisdictions, to investigate and certify
to shippers and other interested parties the class, quality, and con-
dition of cotton, tobacco, fruits, and vegetables, whether raw, dried,
or canned, poultry, butter, hay, and other perishable farm products
when offered for interstate shipment or when received at such
important central markets as the Secretary of Agriculture may
from time to time designate, or at points which may be con-
veniently reached therefrom, under such rules and regulations as
he may prescribe, including payment of such fees as will be rea-
sonable and as nearly as may be to cover the cost for the service
rendered: Provided, That certificates issued by the authorized
agents of the Department shall be received in all courts of the
United States as prima facie evidence of the truth of the state-
ments therein contained, $469,700.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 80, line 18, after “(7
U. 8. C. 511-5611q)”, to strike out “$265,000” and insert
“$500,000", so as to read:

Tobacco Inspection Act: To enable the Secretary of Agriculture
to carry into effect the provisions of an act entitled “An act to
establish and promote the use of standards of classification for
tobacco, to provide and maintain an official tobacco-inspection
service, and for other purposes”, approved August 23, 19356 (7 U. 8.
C. 511-511q), $500,000.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 81, line 5, after the
word “products”, to strike out “$1,107,302” and insert “$1,132,-
302", so as to read:

Market news service: For collecting, publishing, and distributing,
by telegraph, mail, or otherwise, timely information on the market
supply and demand, commercial movement, location, disposition,
quality, condition, and market prices of livestock, meats, fish, and
animal products, dairy and poultry products, fruits and vegetables,
peanuts and their products, grain, hay, feeds, tobacco, cottonseed,
and seeds, and other agricultural products, independently and in
cooperation with other branches of the Government, State agencies,
purchasing and consuming organizations, and persons engaged in
the production, transportation, marketing, and distribution of farm
and food products, $1,132,302.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 82, line 3, after “(T
U. 8. C, 491-497)”, to strike out “$25,238” and insert “$30,~
238", so as to read:

Standard Container, Hamper, and Produce Agency Acts: To en-
able the SBecretary of Agriculture to carry into effect the act entitled
“An act to fix standards for climax baskets for grapes and other
fruits and vegetables, and to fix standards for baskets and other
containers for small fruits, berries, and vegetables, and for other
purposes,” approved August 31, 1916 (15 U. 8. C, 251-256), the act
entitled “An act to fix standards for hampers, round stave baskets,
and splint baskets for fruits and vegetables, and for other pur-
poses,” approved May 21, 1928 (15 U. 8. C. 267-257{), and the act
entitled “"An act to prevent the destruction or dumping, without
good and sufficlent cause therefor, of farm produce received in
interstate commerce by commission merchants and others and to
require them truly and correctly to account for all farm produce
gﬁe‘éavgd by them,” approved March 3, 1927 (7 U. 8. C. 481-497),

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 83, line 18, after the
word “agreements”, to strike out “$491,900” and insert ““$741,-
900, of which $250,000 shall be used to provide for a determi-
nation of the true classification of cotton or samples for indi-
vidual producers upon request, and without collecting fees
therefor”, so as to read:

United States Cotton Futures and United States Cotton Standards
Acts: To enable the Bacreta.rgaoi Agriculture to carry into effect
the provisions of the United States Cotton Futures Act, as amended
March 4, 1919 (26 U. 8. C. 1080-1106), and to carry into effect the
provisions of the United States Cotton Standards Act, approved
March 4, 1923 (7 U. 8. C. 51-66), including such means as may be

for effectuating agreements heretofore or hereafter made
with cotton associations, cotton exchanges, and other cotton organi-
zations in foreign countries, for the adoption, use, and observance
of universal standards of cotton classification, for the arbitration or
settlement of disputes with respect thereto, and for the preparation,
distribution, inspection, and protection of the practical forms or
coples thereof under such agreements, $741,900, of which #$250,000
shall be used to provide for a determination of the true classifica-
tion of cotton or samples for individual producers upon request, and
without collecting fees therefor.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 83, line 24, after the
word ‘“act”, to strike out “$723,941” and insert “$733,941”, so
as to read:

United States Grain Standards Act: To enable the Secretary of
Agriculture to carry into effect the provisions of the United States
Grain Standards Act, $733,941.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 84, line 3, after the word
“act”, to strike out “$311,700” and insert “$336,700", so as to
read:

United States Warehouse Act: To enable the Secretary of Agri-
culture to carry into effect the provisions of the United States
Warehouse Act, $336,700.

The amendment was agreed to.
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The next amendment was, on page 84, line 4, after the word
“economics”, to strike out “$6,334,633” and insert “$6,948,-
683"; in line 5, after the word “‘exceed”, to strike out “$2,198,-
619” and insert “$2,215,859”; and in line 7, after the word
“exceed”, to strike out “$34,500” and insert “$39,500”, so as to
read:

Total, Bureau of Agricultural Economics, $6,948,683, of which
amount not to exceed $2,215,859 may be expended for personal
services in the District of Columbia, and not to exceed $39,600 shall
be available for the purchase of motor-propelled and horse-drawn
Ppassenger-c vehicles necessary in the conduct of field work
outside the District of Columbia.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 85, line 8, after “(7
U. 8. C. 1-17a)”, to strike out “$600,000” and insert “as
amended, $635,000, of which amount not to exceed $35,000
may be used to carry into effect the provisions of the act of
April 7, 1938, amending the Commodity Exchange Act and”,
and in line 12, after the word “exceed”, to strike out “$226,940”
and insert “$240,940”, so as to read:

ENFORCEMENT OF THE COMMODITY EXCHANGE ACT

To enable the Secretary of Agriculture to carry into effect the
provisions of the Commodity Exchange Act of June 15, 1936 (7
U. 8. C. 1-17a), as amended, $635,000, of which amount not to
exceed $35,000 may be used to carry into effect the provisions of
the act of April 7, 1938, amending the Commodity Exchange Act
and of which amount not to exceed $240,940 may be expended for
personal services in the District of Columbia.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the heading “Food and
Drug Administration—Salaries and expenses,” on page 86,
line 22, after the word “therein”, to strike out “$1,700,000”
and insert “$1,850,000”, so as to read:

Enforcement of the Food and Drugs Act: For enabling the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to carry into effect the provisions of the act of
June 30, 1806 (21 U. 8. C, 1-15), entitled “An act for preventing
the manufacture, sale, or transportation of adulterated, or mis-
branded, or poisonous, or deleterious foods, drugs, medicines, and
liquors, and for regulating trafic therein, and for other purposes”,
as amended; to cooperate with associations and scientific socleties
in the revision of the United States pharmacopoeia and develop-
ment of methods of analysis, and for investigating the character
of the chemical and physical tests which are applied to American
food products in foreign countries, and for Inspecting the same
before shipment when desired by the shippers or owners of these
products intended for countries where chemical and physical tests
are required before the said products are allowed to be sold therein,
£1,850,000: Provided, That not more than $4,280 shall be used for
travel outside the United States.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 89, line 1, after the
word “Administration”, to strike out “$2,177,758” and insert
“$2,327,758", so as to read:

Total, Food and Drug Administration, $2,327,758, of which amount
not to exceed $£653,056 may be expended for personal services in the
District of Columbla, and not to exceed $18,175 shall be avatlable
for the purchase of motor-propelled and horse-drawn passenger-

carrying vehicles necessary in the conduct of fleld work outside
the District of Columbia.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the heading “Soil Con-
servation Service—Salaries and expenses”, on page 92, line
4, before the word “shall”, to strike out “$125,000” and insert
“$80,000”, so as to read:

Total, Soll Conservation Service, $23,625,000, of which not to
exceed $1,734,636 may be expended for personal services in the
District of Columbia, and not to exceed $80,000 shall be available
for the purchase of motor-propelled and horse-drawn passenger-
carrying vehicles necessary in the conduct of field work outside
the Distriet of Columbia.

The amendment was agreed fo.

The next amendment was, on page 92, line 21, after the
word “newspaper”, to strike out “$330,000,000” and insert
“£345,000,000”; on page 93, line 5, after the word “exceed”,
to strike out “$485,000,000” and insert “$500,000,000”; in
line 12, after the numerals “1938”; to strike out “and not
more than $1,000,000 shall be available to carry out the pro-
visions of sections 202 (a) to 202 (e), inclusive, of said Act”
and insert “and not to exceed $100,000 shall be available
under the provisions of section 202 (a) to 202 (e), inclusive,
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of said act to econduct a survey to determine the location of
said laboratories and the scope of the investigations to be
made and to coordinate the research work now being
carried on.”

Mr. RUSSELL. This is the item about which the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. Porel inquired. The committee held hear-
ings on the question, and examined Dr. Jardine, of the
Department of Agriculture, at some length, It will appear
from reference to the bill as it passed the House, that in-
stead of the $4,000,000 which was originally contemplated in
the Farm Act for the establishment of the four regional
laboratories, the House allowed only the sum of $1,000,000,
which, under the basic law, the Secretary would have been
compelled to divide into four equal sums.

While Dr, Jardine, in his testimony before the committee,
showed a very great interest in securing the funds immedi-
ately, he did not convince the committee that he was ready
to embark on such a comprehensive program. It must be
remembered that the activity looking to the establishment
of four regional laboratories did not originate with the De-
partment of Agriculture. It originated with the Congress,
was passed in the Farm Acf, and dumped into the lap of
the Department of Agriculture. '

Very few definite plans have been made. The Department
of Agriculture officials say they have plans or blueprints for
the construction of the laboratories, but very few plans
have been made as to the kind of work which should be done
in the laboratories, or the coordination of the work with
that being done under the Bankhead-Jones Act, and under
the increases in appropriations which are carried in this
bill to enable all the land-grant colleges to pursue research
work on a broader scale than they have heretofore carried
on such work.

I wish to make it clear that the committee was not an-
tagonistic to the idea of the four research laboratories. How-
ever, in view of the great haste with which the program is
being thrown together, and in view of the apparent lack of
information in the Department as to the work now being
done in this field with private funds by any number of re-
search laboratories scattered throughout the entire United
States, the committee felt that allowing the funds this year
might result in great waste of money and in starting the
program on an improper basis.

It should also be borne in mind that if we appropriate
$4,000,000 for the purpose of these laboratories, we shall be
taking $4,000,000 away from the farmers, because we shall
not be making an appropriation from general funds in the
Treasury; we shall merely be taking that much out of the
appropriation which is made for the farmers under the soil-
conservation program. g

This is the first time in my legislative career that I have
ever seen the Congress undertake to make a special group
or class pay for its own laboratories. I assume that it was
necessary to write into the Farm Act a provision to take
the money away from the farmers in order to assure its
passage. However, it is my judgment that if the labora-
tories are to be built, the Farm Act should be amended, and
the $4,000,000 should be provided from an appropriation out
of the Federal Treasury just as any other funds are appro-
priated. The $4,000,000 should not be taken out of the
pockets of the struggling farmers of this country to make
them build their own laboratories to carry on the proposed
research work.

The committee felt that the plans were in a very nebulous
state, and that to proceed now to spend the $4,000,000 would
not only take it away from the farmers but might result in
some grievous mistakes being made. The committee felt
that it would be wiser to wait until next year and to provide
for a survey.

The bill allows $100,000 for the Department to make a sur-
vey to determine the location of the laboratories, to deter-
mine the scope of work to be cartied on, and to attempt to
coordinate the research work which is now being done in
all the land-grant colleges and in the hundreds of experi-
ment stations scattered throughout the entire United States
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which are all provided for in the bill which is now before
the Senate. The committee believe that to postpone the
construction of these laboratories until the next fiscal year
will result in economy to the Government, in efficiency in
the operation of the laboratories, and in benefits to the
farmers.

Mr. POPE and Mr. BILBO addressed the Chair.

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield first to the Senator from Idaho and
then to the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, I am not yet quite clear what
the Senator means, and what the committee meant, by the
use of the following language on page 93, line 18, in connec~
tion with the proposed $100,000 appropriation:

And to coordinate the research work now being carried on.

Just what will be done in the way of coordinating the
work? I can understand how a survey in order to find out
just what sort of research work is being carried on by the
various land-grant colleges and experiment stations might be
of some value. But just what will be done to coordinate the
work, and what effect will that coordination have on the new
research laboratories provided for them in the Farm Act?

Mr. RUSSELL. What the committee had in mind was the
fact that at the present time a number of laboratories are
doing work which is identical with that which the Depart-
ment is directed to do under the terms of the language in
section 202 of the Farm Act, which provides for the estab-
lishment of the laboratories.

For example, on the campus of the State University of
Tlinois within the past 2 years there has been established a
laboratory to carry on investigations of the soybean that is
directly along the lines of the work that is provided in the
Farm Act. It was the opinion of the committee that some
thought should be given to coordination of this work and not
to establish another million-dollar laboratory to do exactly
the same type of work that is now being done by laboratories
which are financed largely by Federal funds on the campuses
of land-grant colleges. It was believed there should be a
coordination of the work of the research stations all over
the United States.

The Senator from Idaho, who is a distinguished and active
member of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
knows that Congress has passed legislation providing for
research work in various lines of agriculture. If we are
going to embark upon this program for four huge regional
laboratories, there should at least be some effort made to
coordinate the work of all the laboratories and research
stations that are now operating with Federal funds, in order
to avoid duplication of effort and perhaps waste of funds
and to provide where certain scientists shall work. The
Department of Agriculture now has many scientists in the
fleld. It might be necessary, in the event that these labora-
tories are established, to bring in scientists from different
stations to one of the regional laboratories as the work they
are now doing in the field might be better done at a regional
laboratory on account of its having more adequate space and
facilities than would be acorded at some small experiment
station located somewhere in the United States.

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President——

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. BILBO. May I ask the Senator in charge of the bill
to allow this amendment to be passed over without action
until tomorrow? I did not receive a copy of the bill
or a copy of the report until just before the Senate convened
today. I should be glad to make some observation in ref-
erence to the Senator’s comment on the amendment before
the Senate passes on it. I will ask if he would be willing to
have the amendment passed over until tomorrow.

Mr. RUSSELL. Very well. That is agreeable.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection the
amendment will be passed over. The next amendment re-
ported by the committee will be stated.

The next amendment was, on page 95, line 5, after the
word “Administration”, to insert a colon and the following
additional proviso:
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And provided further, That in administering the naval stores
conservation programs authorized in section 8 of the Soil Conser=
vation and Domestic Allotment Act and in making payments there=
under to gum naval stores producers the Secretary may utilize the
services of regional associations of such producers or any agency
of the Government in lieu of the State, county, and other local
committees utilized in the other agricultural conservation pro-
grams if he finds that more efficlent administration will result,
and the provisions of section 388 (b) of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act of 1938 shall otherwise be applicable to the administra-
tion of sald naval stores conservation programs.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the heading “Federal
Crop Insurance Act", on page 95, line 19, before the words
“of the” where they occur the first time, to strike out
“$5,000,000” and insert “$6,000,000”, so as to read:

Administrative and operating expenses: Not to exceed $6,000,000
of the unobligated balance of the approprlation made in the De-
partment of Agriculture Appropriation Act, 1938, under the head-
ing “Conservation and Use of Agricultural Land Resources, Depart-
ment of Agriculture”, is hereby made available for operating and
administrative expenses under the Federal Crop Insurance Act
(title V, Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938), approved February
16, 1938, during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, to be allotted
by the Secretary of Agriculture (a) to the Federal Crop Insurance
Corporation, as authorized by section 518 (a) of such act, and
(b) to bureaus and offices of the Department of Agriculture or for
transfer to other agencies of SBtate and Federal Governments, as
authorized by section 507 (d) of such act; and such part as the
Becretary allots under clause (b) hereof, shall be available for the
employment of persons and means in the District of Columbia and
elsewhere, rent in the District of Columbia, printing and binding,
purchase of law books, books of reference, periodicals, and
newspapers.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 97, after line 186, to
insert:

RETIREMENT OF COTTON POOL PARTICIPATION TRUST CERTIFICATES

To enable the Secretary of Agriculture to carry into effect the
provisions of title IV of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938,
approved February 16, 1938, fiscal year 1938, to remain awvailable
until June 30, 1939, $1,800,000: Provided, That the Secretary of
Agriculture may, in his discretion, from time to time transfer to
the General Accounting Office such sums as may be necessary to
pay administrative expenses of the General Accounting Office in
auditing payments under this title: Provided jfurther, That the
authority of the manager, cotton pool, to purchase and pay for
participation trust certificates, Form C-5-I, shall extend to and
include the 31st day of December 1938 but after the expiration of
said limit, the purchase may be consummated of any such cer=
tificates tendered to the manager, cotton pool, on or before Decem-~
ber 31, 1938, but where for any reason the purchase price shall not
have been paid by the manager, cotton pool: Provided further,
That the date May 1, 1938, appearing in title IV of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, shall not be applicable: Pro-
vided further, That in case any person who is entitled to payment
on a participation trust certificate, Form C-5-I, dies, becomes
incompetent, or disappears before recelving such payment or before
application for such payment is executed, the Secretary of Agri-
culture shall provide by regulations, without regard’ to any other
provisions of law, for such payment to such person as he may
determine to be fairly and reasonably entitled thereto.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the heading “Farm Ten-
ant Act”, on page 99, line 14, before the word “together”, to
strike out *“$15,000,000” and insert “$25,000,000”, so as to
read:

FARM TENANCY

To enable the Secretary of Agriculture to carry out the provisions
of title I of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, approved July
22, 1937 (7 U. S. C., 1000-1006), including the employment of per-
sons and means in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, as
authorized by said act, $25,000,000, together with the unexpended
balance of the appropriation made under sald act for the fiscal
year 1838.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 100, line 8, before the
words “and the”, to strike out “$2,500,000” and insert “$15,-
000,000”, so as to read:

LAND UTILIZATION AND RETIREMENT OF SUBMARGINAL LAND

To enable the Secretary of Agriculture to carry out the provi-
sions of title ITI of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, approved
July 22, 1937 (7 U. 8. C. 1010-1013), including the employment of
persons and means in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, as
authorized by said act, $15,000,000, and the amount appropriated
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for this purpose for the fiscal year 1938 (Third Deficiency Appro-
priation Act, fiscal year 1937), remaining unobligated on June 30,
1938, shall continue available to June 30, 1939.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 100, line 12, after the
word “act”, to strike out “$19,500,000” and insert “$42,000,-
0007, so as to read:

Total, Farm Tenant Act, $42,000,000.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 100, line 20, after the
word “including”, to insert “not to exceed $25,000 for”, so
as to read: :

WATER FACILITIES, ARID AND SEMIARID AREAS

To enable the Secretary of Agriculture to carry into effect the
provisions of the act entitled “An act to promote conservation in
the arid and semiarid areas of the United States by aiding in the
development of facilities for water storage and utilization, and for
other purposes,” approved August 28, 1937 (16 U. 8. C. 590r-590x),
including not to exceed $25,000 for the employment of persons
and means in the District of Columbia and elsewhere.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I offered in the committee
the amendment on page 100, inserting the words “not to
exceed $25,000 for.” I find that the amendment is in the
wrong place. That committee amendment should be dis-
agreed to, and on page 101, after the numerals “$500,000”,
in line 2, there should be inserted the words “of which not
to exceed $25,000 may be expended in the District of
Columbia.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amend-
ment on page 100, line 20, inserting the words “not to exceed
$25,000", is rejected.

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, I inquire if we are dealing now
with the amendment at the top of page 101?

Mr. HAYDEN. What I am proposing to do is to disagree
to the committee amendment in lines 20 and 21, on page
100, and to insert, after “$500,000”, on page 101, the words
“of which not to exceed $25,000 may be expended in the
District of Columbia.”

Mr. POPE. I have no objection to that.

Mr. NYE. Mr, President, will the amendment the Sena-
tor now offers to the committee amendment leave in the bill
the language reading, “including the employment of persons
and means in the District of Columbia and elsewhere”?

Mr. HAYDEN. Those words will all be left in the bill.
My suggested amendment now would merely put a limitation
of $25,000 on the entire appropriation, and this is the proper
way to do it.

Mr. POPE. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the
amendment offered by the Senator from Arizona to come in
on page 101, line 2, is agreed to.

The clerk will state the amendment on page 100, line 23.

The Cuier CLERK. On page 100, line 23, it is proposed by
the committee to strike out “purchase of law books and
books of reference” and the semicolon.

The amendment was agreed fo.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will state the
next amendment reported by the committee.

The CHier CLERK. On page 101, following the amendment
offered by Mr. HavpEN, which has been agreed to, it is
proposed to insert:

That not to exceed $50,000 of this appropriation shall be avail-
able for expenditure for any project designed in whole or in part
to benefit lands by the irrigation thereof and all project facilities
and appurtenances which depend for their utility in whole or in
part upon each other or upon any common facility shall be deemed
one project, and the authority contained in said act shall not
include the construction of such projects.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, that amendment was also
sponsored by me in the committee. It needs perfection.
First in line 5, before the word “project”, I move to insert
the word “one”, so as to read “any one project.”

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the
amendment to the amendment is agreed to.

Mr. HAYDEN. Then I move to strike out of the commit-
tee amendment beginning in line 9 the words “and the au-
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- thority contained in said act shall not include the construc-

tion of such projects” and insert in lieu thereof “and the
authority contained in said act shall not be deemed to au-
thorize the construction of any project not in accord with
this limitation.”

The language in the final sentence of the committee
amendment was not clear. I desire to make it plain by re-
stating the proposition that the provision deals merely with
the limitation. '

Mr. POPE, Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a
question?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Arizona yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. POPE. As I understand, under the amendment the
Senator has just offered, the limitation of $50,000 and such
other limitations as are provided would apply, and that is
all that the amendment as offered means?

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct.

Mr. POPE. I have a note to raise a question about that
because it occurs to me that the original language would
probably completely defeat the purpose intended.

Mr. HAYDEN. I was fearful of that; so I submitted it to
the legislative drafting service, and I think that the text,
perfected as I now propose, will correct the defect.

~ The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment offered by the Senator from Arizona
to the amendment reported by the committee.

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The amendment as amended was agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The next committee
amendment will be stated.

The next amendment was, on page 101, line 14, after the
word “expenses”, to strike out “$75,000” and insert “$85,-
000", so as to read:

BELTSVILLE RESEARCH CENTER

For general administrative purposes, including maintenance,
operation, repairs, and other expenses, $85,000; and, in addition
thereto, this appropriation may be augmented, by transfer of
funds or by reimbursement, from applicable appropriations, to
cover the cost, including handling and other related charges, of
services and supplies, equipment and materials furnished,
of which may be maintained at the center, and the applicable
appropriations may also be charged their proportionate share of
the necessary general expenses of the center not covered by this
appropriation.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, at the top of page 102, to
insert:
SOUTHWESTERN COOFPERATIVE SHEEP RESEARCH PROJECT

For the establishment, under the direction of the Secretary of
Agriculture, in cooperation with the Secretary of the Interior and
the Agricultural Experiment Station of the University of Arizona
College of Agriculture, of a complete sheep and sheep-range re-
search project in the Southwest, for the study of technical and
practical methods of range management, economics of sheep ranges
and operations, wildlife, sheep pathology, sheep husbandry, land
improvement and use on sustained-yield basis, and for other
related experimental purposes, including the employment of
operating personnel and means, the construction and mainte-
nance of improvements, and purchase of passenger-carrying ve-
hicles, $325,000: Provided, That not to exceed $295000 may be
used for the acquisition of necessary lands or rights in lands or
waters (including the purchase of improvements, and other
facilities thereon), and costs incident to the acquisition thereof,
and procurement of necessary livestock and other equipment, such
funds to remain available for such purposes until expended (5
U. 8. C. b14; T U. 8. C. 891; 16 U. 8. C. 581, 581a, 581d, 65811, and
581i; 16 U. 8. C., Supp. II, 590a-590g).

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That completes the com-~
mittee amendments printed in the bill. Are there any
further amendments to be offered on behalf of the com-
mittee?

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I have an amendment,
which is in the nature of legislation, which I am authorized
by the committee to offer from the floor.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be
stated.

.
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The Caier Crerx. On page 95, line 5, after the word
“Administration”, it is proposed to insert the following:

And provided further, That in carrying out the provisions of the
Third Deficlency Appropriation Act, fiscal year 1837, and section
381 (a) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended,
relating to cotton price adjustment payments with respect to the
1837 cotton crop, in order to accelerate such payments the Secre-
tary shall, notwithstanding said provisions, (1) treat all cotton not
sold prior to September 10, 1937, as if it had been sold on a date
when the average price of seven-eighths-inch Middling cotton on
the 10 designated spot cotton markets was less than 9 cents per
pound; (2) make payment on the basis of applications on forms
prescribed by the Secretary which have been filed prior to July
16, 1938, as prescribed in regulations issued by him, by the pro-
ducers, or the 1937 operator, or other person designated pursuant
to such regulations, on behalf of all the producers on the farm
in 1937; (3) make payment to producers upon the producer’'s cer-
tification that he is engaged in producing cotton in 1938 and has
complied with the requirements as defined in said section 381
(a), or is not engaged in producing cotton in 1938, and upon his
agreeing therein to refund the payment forthwith upon demand
in case it is subsequently found that he has falled to comply with
the requirements as defined herein and in said section (a): and
(4) make payments, as soon as practicable, on the basis of his
estimate of the amounts which will be covered by the applications
to be filed prior to July 16, 1938, and of the funds to be used out
of the appropriation for the necessary administrative expenses of
making the cotton price adjustment payments.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I inquire what is the
purpose of that amendment?

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr, President, the language proposed by
the amendment is identical word for word, as I understand,
with the amendment which was adopted by the Senate last
week to the Farm Act. It merely authorizes the Secretary
of Agriculture to expend funds already appropriated for cot-
ton benefit payments prior to the conclusion of this year's
crop. Under the original language which was carried in the
act appropriating this money last year—and I may say the
amendment does not provide any new appropriation—pay-
ment could only be made by the Secretary of Agriculture to
a cotton farmer upon proof of his compliance with the farm
program of 1938. Since the passage of that act the farm
bill has been enacted into law; it has been adopted by the
cotton farmers in a referendum; so now compliance with the
farm program is compulsory, and the farmer has no option
in the matter. This proposed amendment, therefore, merely
permits the Secretary of Agriculture, upon proof of com-
pliance, to make payments to the farmers when he sees fit
instead of waiting until the end of the year, as he would
have been required to do under the original act.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. ConnarLry] suggested the
amendment, and, perhaps, he understands it much better
than I do. I may say he explained it on the floor of the
Senate last week, and the Senate then adopted the amend-
ment unanimously. It does not increase the appropriation,
but merely authorizes the Secrefary of Agriculture, as to
subsidy payments for the 1937 crop which have already been
authorized by law and appropriations for the payment of
which have been made, to make them at an earlier date
than he could under the existing legislation. That is the
effect of the amendment which has been read by the clerk.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Is it the Senator’s view that this
amendment is subject to a point of order?

Mr. RUSSELL. Personally, it is my thought that it is not
subject to a point of order, because, under rule XVI, when-
ever the Senate has passed a bill dealing with a certain
subject, the Senate committee may put in the appropriation
hill an item to carry out its provisions; but some member
of the committee suggested that in order to avoid any con-
troversy over a point of order, the amendment might be
offered individually from the floor.

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator assures me that the
amendment does not increase the total of the bill at all?

Mr. RUSSELL. I assure the Senator from Michigan that
it does not increase by one dime the total of the bill, or any
existing authorization.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the roll.
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The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Adams Connally Hitchcock Nye

Andrews Copeland Holt O'Mahoney
Ashurst Davis Johnson, Colo.  Overton
Austin Dieterich Eing Pittman
Balley Donahey La Follette Pope
Bankhead Duffy Lee Radeliffe
Barkley Ellender Lodge Russell

Bilbo Frazier Logan Bchwellenbach
Bone George Lonergan Bheppard
Borah Lundeen Shi

Brown, Mich Gibson McAdoo Thomas, Okla.
Brown, N. H Gillette McCarran Thomas, Utah
Bulkley Glass McGill Townsend
Bulow Green McEellar Truman
Burke Guffey McNary Tydings

Byrd Hale Maloney Vandenberg
Byrnes Harrison Miller Van Nuys
Capper Hatch Minton Walsh
Caraway Hayden Murray ‘White
Chavez Herring Neely

Clark Hill Norris

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Eighty-two Senators have
answered to their names. A quorum is present. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment offered by the Senator
from Georgia. -

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I offer another amend-
ment, which I send to the desk and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be
stated.

The Cr1er CLERK. On page 103, after line 21, it is proposed
to insert:

INTERCHANGE OF APPROPRIATIONS

Not to exceed 5 percent of the foregoing amounts for the miscel-
laneous expenses of the work of any bureau, division, or office
herein provided for shall be available interchangeably for expendi-
tures on the objects included within the general expenses of such
bureau, division, or office, but no more than 5 per cent shall be
added to any one item of appropriation except in cases of extraordi-
nary emergency, and then only upon the written order of the
Becretary of Agriculture: Provided, That a statement of any trans-
fers of appropriations made hereunder shall be included in the
annual Budget.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I offer another amendment,
which I send to the desk and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be
stated.

The CHier CLERK. On page 1, line 11, after the word
“Secretary”, it is proposed to insert:

Director of Finance and Budget Officer, at $8,600, so long as the
position is held by the present incumbent,

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, unless some Member of the
Senate has an amendment which he wishes to propose at
this juncture, that concludes the matter for the day.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There is an amendment
which has been passed over.

Mr. RUSSELL. I understood that the Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. BiLeo] asked that that amendment be passed
over until tomorrow.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If that is the agreement,
are there further amendments to be offered at this time?

Mr, FRAZIER. Mr, President, I desire to ask the Senator
in charge of the bill a question. I have a telegram from
Fargo, N. Dak., asking if there is any chance of getting the
additional money for grasshopper control in this bill. The
need is about $90,000.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the Congress passed a bill
authorizing the expenditure of $5,000,000 for emergency
work with various insect pests. That bill has not yet been
signed by the President. It was passed a few days ago and
is awaiting his signature at this time. I understand that
the Budget Bureau has already prepared a supplemental
estimate to be submitted in the form of a joint resolution to
the Congress immediately upon the signing of the bill to
which I refer. The appropriation will be made available
perhaps within the next 2 or 3 weeks.
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Mr, NYE. Mr. President, then the Senator from Georgia
is saying that there will be no need of waiting for the defi-
ciency bill to accomplish this appropriation?

Mr. RUSSELL. I was advised by the budget officer of the
Department of Agriculture and the Bureau of the Budget
that this item would not have to await a deficiency bill, but
would be sent over as a special joint resolution, just as it
has always been handled in the past. This appropriation
has always been handled in a separate joint resolution.
There have been two or three of them, and each time they
have come over as separate joint resolutions. They have
not awaited the passage of deficiency bills, and I am sure
this appropriation will take the same course.

THE MERCHANT MARINE

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I ask that the pending
bill be temporarily laid aside, and that the Senate proceed
to the consideration of Senate bill 3078, the merchant
marine bill.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to
the request of the Senator from New York?

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to con-
sider the bill (S. 3078) to amend the Merchant Marine Act,
1936, and for other purposes, which had been reporfed from
the Committee on Commerce, with amendments.

Mr. COPELAND. I ask unanimous consent that the
formal reading of the bill be dispensed with and that it
be read for amendment, the amendments of the committee
to be first considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered. The clerk will proceed to state the amendments
reported by the committee.

The first amendment of the Committee on Commerce was,
on page 2, after line 12, to insert .a new section to be num-
bered section 2, so as to read:

Be it enacted, ete., That section 207 of the Merchant Marine Act,
1936 is hereby amended to read as follows:

““Sec, 207, The Commission may enter into such contracts, upon
behalf of the United States, and may make such disbursements
as may, in its discretion, be necessary to carry on the activities
authorized by this act, or to protect, preserve, or improve the col-
lateral held by the Commission to secure indebtedness, in the same
manner that a private corporation may contract within the scope
of the authority conferred by its charter. All the Commission's
financial transactions shall be audited in the General Accounting
Office according to approved commercial practice as provided in
the act of March 20, 1922 (42 Stat. 444): Provided, That it shall
be recognized that, because of the business activities authorized
by this act, the accounting officers shall allow credit for all ex-
penditures shown to be necessary because of the nature of such
authorized activities, notwithstanding any existing statutory pro-
vision to the contrary. The Comptroller General shall report an-
nually or oftener to Congress any departure by the Commission
from the provisions of this act.”

SEc. 2. Section 202 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, 1s amended
by adding a new sentence at the end thereof to read as follows:

“The Commission may, upon such terms and conditions as it
may prescribe in accordance with sound business practice, make
such extensions and accept such remewals of the notes and other
evidences of indebtedness hereby transferred, and of the mort-
gages and other confracts securing the same, as it may deem
necessary to carry out the objects of this act.”

The amendment was agreed fo. ’
The next amendment was, in section 3, page 3, after line
15, to strike out:

SEc. 3, Title IT of the Merchant Marine Act, 1036, is amended
by adding a new section at the end thereof to read as follows:

“Sgc. 215. The provisions of this act, insofar as they are practi-
cally or appropriately applicable, are extended to the construction
and operdtion of aircraft used in transportation for hire of pas-
sengers and property in overseas trade between the United States,
its Territories, possessions, or the Canal Zone and foreign coun-
tries; and between the United Btates and its Territories, posses-
glons, or the Canal Zone; and between such Territories or posses-
nm between the Canal Zone and such Territories or pos-
BE o

And to insert:

BEc. 4. Title II of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is amended by
adding a new section at the end thereof to read as follows:

“Sec. 218. The Commission is authorized to acquire by purchase
or otherwise such vessels as it may deem necessary to establish,
maintain, improve, or eflect replacements upon service, route,
or line in the foreign commerce of the United States determined
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to be essential under section 211 of this act, and to pay for the
same out of its construction fund: Provided, That the price paid
therefor shall not exceed the construction cost of the vessel less
depreciation based upon a 20-year life expectancy of the vessel, by
more than § percent of such cost less depreciation. No such vessel
shall be acquired by the Commission unless the Secretary of the
Navy has certified to the Commission that such vessel is suitable
for economical and speedy conversion into a naval or military
auxiliary, or otherwise suitable for the use of the United States in
time of war or national emergency. Every vessel acquired under
authority of this section that is not documented under the laws
of the United States at the time of its acquisition shall be so docu=
mented as soon as practicable.”

8o as to read:

Sec. 3. Section 214 (a) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is
hereby amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 214, (a) For the purpose of any investigation which, in
the opinion of the Commission, is necessary and proper in
out the provisions of this act, any member of the Commission, or
any officer or employee thereof designated by it, is empowered to
subpena witnesses, administer oaths and affirmations, take evi-
dence, and require the production of any books, papers, or other
documents which are relevant or materfal to the matter under
investigation, Such attendance of witnesses and the production
of such books, papers, or other documents may be required from
any place in the United States or any Territory, district, or pos-
session thereof at any designated place of hearing. Witnesses
summoned before the Commission shall be paid the same fees and
mileage that are paid witnesses in the courts of the United States.”

Sec. 4. Title II of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is amended
by adding a new section at the end thereof to read as follows:

“Sec. 218. The Commission is authorized to acquire by purchase
or otherwise such vessels as it may deem necessary to establish,
maintain, improve, or effect replacements upon any service, route,
or line in the foreign commerce of the United States
to be essential under section 211 of this act, and to pay for the
same out of its construction fund: Provided, That the price pald
therefor shall not exceed the construction cost of the vessel less
depreciation based upon a 20-year life expectancy of the vessel by
more than 5 percent of such cost less depreciation. No such vessel
shall be acquired by the Commission unless the Becretary of the
Navy has certified to the Commission that such vessel is suitable
for economical and speedy conversion into a naval or mili
auxillary, or otherwise suitable for the use of the United States
in time of war or national emergency. Every vessel acquired under
authority of this section that is not documented under the laws
of the United States at the time of its acquisition shall be so
documented as soon as practicable,”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I desire to ask the
Senator from New York, for my information, whether the
bill as reported does or does not contain the provision which
permits construction abroad under certain circumstances?

Mr. COPELAND. That amendment is on page 9.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The next amendment of
the committee will be stated.

The next amendment was, in section 10, page 9, line 2,
after the word “which”, to strike out “is available to” and
insert “might be reasonably availed of by"”, so as to read:

Sec. 5. Section 301 (a) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is
hereby amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 301. (a) The Commission is authorized and directed to
investigate the employment and wage conditions of ocean-going
shipping and, after making such investigation and after appro-
priate hearings, to incorporate in the contracts authorized under
titles VI and VII of this act minimum- scales and
minimum-wage scales and reasonable working conditions for all
officers and crews employed on all types of vessels receiving an
operating-differential subsidy. After such minimum manning and
wage scales and working conditions shall have been adopted by the
Commission, no change shall be made therein by the Commission
except upon public notice of the hearing to be had, and a hearing
by the Commission of all interested parties, under such rules as
the Commission shall prescribe. Every conftractor receiving an
operating-differential subsidy shall post and keep posted in a
conspicuous place on each such vessel operated hy such contractor
& printed copy of the minimum manning and wage scales and
working conditions prescribed by his contract and applicable to
such vessel: Provided, however, That any increase in the operating
expenses of the subsidized vessel occasioned by any change in the
wage, manning scales, and working conditions as provided in this
section shall be added to the operating-differential subsidy previ-
ously authorized for the vessel.”

Brc. 6. Section 301 (b) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1838, is
hereby amended to read as follows:

“(b) Every contract executed under authority of titles VI and
VII of this act shall

“(1) Insofar a.a is practicable, officers’ living quarters shall be
lnhept separate and apart from those furnished for members of
the crew;
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“(2) Licensed officers and wunlicensed members of the crew
shall be entitled to make complaints or recommendations to the
Commission, provided they file such complaint or recommendation
with their Immediate superior, who shall be required to forward
such complaint or recommendation with his remarks to the Com-~
missi

on;

“(8) Licensed -officers who are members of the United States
Naval Reserve shall wear on their uniforms such special distin-
guishing insignia as may be approved by the Secretary of the
Navy; officers being those men serving under licenses issued by the
Bureau of Marine Inspection and Navigation;

“(4) The uniform stripes, decoration, or other insignia shall be
of gold braid or woven gold or silver material, to be worn by
officers, and no member of the ship’s crew other than licensed
officers shall be allowed to wear any uniform with such officers’
identifying insignia;

“(5) No discrimination shall be practiced against licensed offi-
cers, who are otherwise qualified, because of their fallure to
qualify as members of the United States Naval Reserve.”

Sec. 7. Section 402 (b) and (¢) of the Merchant Marine Act,
1936, is hereby amended by striking out the quotation marks.

BEc. 8. Bection 501 (c¢) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1836, is
hereby amended by striking out the words “section 201 (c¢)” where
they appear in such subsection and inserting in lieu thereof the
words "section 204 (b).”

Sec, 9. Section 502 (a) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is
hereby amended to read as follows:

“(a) If the Secretary of the Navy certifies his approval under
section 501 (b) of this act, and the Commission approves the ap-
plication, it may secure, on behalf of the applicant, bids from
forelgn and domestic shipbuilders for the construction of the pro-
posed vessel according to the approved plans and specifications.
If the bid of the domestic shipbullder who is the lowest re-
sponsible domestic bidder is determined by the Commission to be
falr and reasonable, the Commission may approve such bid, and,
if such approved bid is accepted by the applicant, the Commis-
sion is authorized to enter into a contract with the successful
domestic bidder for the construction, outfitting, and equipment of
the proposed vessel, and for the payment by the Commission to
the shipbuilder, on terms to be agreed upon in the contract, of
the contract price of the vessel, out of the construction fund
hereinbefore referred to or out of other available funds. Con-
currently with entering into such contract with the domestic ship-
builder, the Commission i{s authorized to enter into a contract
with the applicant for the purchase by him of such vessel upon
its completion, at a price corresponding to the estimated cost,
as determined by the Commission pursuant to the provisions of
this act, of building such vessel in a foreign shipyard."

Sec. 10. Section 502 (b) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936,
is hereby amended to read as follows:

“(b) The amount of the reduction in selling price which is
herein termed the ‘construction-differential subsidy’ may equal,
but not exceed, the excess of the bid of the domestic shipbuilder
constructing the proposed vessel (excluding the cost of any features
incorporated in the vessel for national-defense uses, which shall
be pald by the Commission In addition to the subsidy), over the
fair and reasonable estimate of cost, as determined by the Com-
mission, of the construction of the d vessel if it were
constructed under similar plans and specifications (excluding na-
tional-defense features as above provided) in a principal foreign
shipbuilding center which might be reasonably availed of by the
principal forelgn competitors in the service in which the vessel is
to be operated and which is deemed by the Commission to furnish
a falr and representative example for the determination of the
estimated cost of construction in forelgn countries of vessels of
the type proposed to be constructed. The construction differential
approved by the Commission shall not exceed 3314 percent of the
construction cost of the vessel paid by the Commission (excluding
the cost of national-defense features as above provided), except
that in cases where the Commission possesses convincing evidence
that the actual differential is greater than that percentage, the
Commission may approve an allowance not to exceed 50 percent
of such cost, upon the affirmative vote of four members, except as
otherwise provided in subsection 201 (a). In any case where the
Commission finds that the construction differential exceeds 3314
percent but does not exceed 50 percent of such cost, and that the
lowest hid of a responsible domestic shipbuilder is unreasonable,
excessive, or collusive, the Commission may authorize the appli-
cant to have the vessel built in a foreign shipyard, without finan-
cial ald from the United States, if the applicant agrees to
document such vessel under the laws of the United States as soon
as practicable after its completion. Where the Commission finds
that the construction differential exceeds 50 percent of such cost,
the applicant may have such vessel built in a foreign shipyard
without the consent of the Commission. The Commission shall
relmburse the applicant for the cost of the national-defense fea-
tures incorporated in such vessels constructed in foreign shipyards
under this section. Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
such vessels shall be eligible for an operating-differential subsidy
upon being documented under the laws of the United States, under
the same terms and conditions as if such vessels had been con-
structed in a domestic shipyard under the provisions of this act.”

Mr., VANDENBERG. Mr. President, does that relate to
the question I just submitted to the Senator from New York?
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Mr. COPELAND. No; it does not. The amendment
merely involves a change in language. The provision which
the Senator from Michigan has in mind is found on page 9,
beginning at line 18.

Mr. VANDENBERG. The subject in which I am inter-
ested does not arise in connection with any committee
amendment? It is in the text of the bill?

Mr. COPELAND. The Senator is correct in that regard.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment of the committee on page 9, line 2.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
next amendment of the committee.

The next amendment was, on page 11, after line 16, to
insert a new section, as follows:

Sec. 13. Title V of such act Is amended by adding a new sub-
section to section 502 thereof, to read as follows: .

“(g) Upon the agreement of an applicant under this title to
purchase any vessel acquired by the Commission under the pro-
visions of section 218, the Commission is authorized to sell such

vessel to the applicant for the fair and reasonable value thereof,
but at not less than the cost thereof to the Commission, excluding

The clerk will state the

the cost of national-defense features added by the Commission, less *

the equivalent of any applicable construction-differential subsidy
a8 provided by subsection (b), such sale to be in accordance with
all the provisions of this title. Buch vessel shall thereupon be
eligible for an operating-differential subsidy under title VI of this
act, notwithstanding the provisions of section 601 (a) (1), and
section 610 (1), or any other provision of law.”

So as to read:

Sec. 11. SBection 502 (¢) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is
hereby amended to read as follows:

“(e) In such contract between the applicant and the Commis-
sion, the applicant shall be required to make cash payments to the
Commission of not less than 25 percent of the price at which the
vessel is sold to the applicant. The cash payments shall be made
at the time and in the same proportion as provided for the pay-
ments on account of the construction cost in the contract between
the shipbuilder and the Commission. The applicant shall pay, not
less frequently than annually, interest at the rate of 3!4 percent
per annum on those portions of the Commission's payments as
made to the shipbuilder which are chargeable to the applicant's
purchase price of the vessel (after deduction of the applicant’'s
cash payments). The balance of such purchase price shall be
pald by the applicant, within 20 years after dellvery of the vessel
and in not to exceed 20 equal annual installments, the first of
which shall be payable 1 year after the delivery of the vessel by
the Commission to the applicant. Interest at the rate of 314 per-
cent per annum shall be paid on all such installments of the pur-
chase price remaining unpaid.”

Sec. 12. Section 502 (d) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is
hereby amended by adding at the end thereof a new sentence to
read as follows: “Nothing in this section shall be construed as
authorizing the Commission to approve a construction-differential
in excess of 50 percent of the construction cost of the vessel pald
by the Commission.”

Bec. 13. Title V of such act is amended by adding a new subsec-
tion to section 502 thereof, to read as follows:

“(g) Upon the agreement of an applicant under this title to
purchase any vessel acquired by the Commission under the pro-
visions of section 218, the Commission is authorized to sell such
vessel to the applicant for the fair and reasonable value thereof,
but at not less than the cost thereof to the Commission, ex-
cluding the cost of national-defense features added by the Com-
mission, less the equivalent of any applicable construction-differ-
ential subsidy as provided by subsection (b), such sale to be in
accordance with all the provisions of this title. Such vessel shall
thereupon be eligible for an operating-differential subsidy under
title VI of this act, notwithstanding the provisions of section
601 (a) (1), and section 610 (1), or any other provision of law.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, in section 19, page 17, line 14,
after the word “allowed”, to strike out the period and insert
a comma and the words “except as otherwise provided in
this title”, so as to read:

Sec. 14. Section 503 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is hereby
amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 503. Upon completion of the construction of any vessel
in respect to which a construction-differential subsidy is to be
allowed under this title and its delivery by the shipbuilder to
the Commission, the vessel shall be documented under the laws
of the United States, and concurrently therewith, or as soon
thereafter as practicable, the vessel shall be dellvered with a bill
of sale to the applicant with warranty against liens, pursuant to
the contract of purchase between the applicant and the Com-
mission. The vessel shall remain documented under the laws
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of the United States for not less than 20 years, or so long as
there remains due the United States any principal or interest
on account of the purchase price, whichever is the longer period.
At the time of delivery of the vessel the applicant shall execute
and deliver a first preferred mortgage to the United States to secure
payment of any sums due from the applicant in respect to sald
vessel. The purchaser shall also comply with all the provisions
of section 9 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1920."

Bec. 15. SBection 504 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is hereby
amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 504. Where an eligible applicant under the terms of this
title desires to finance the construction of a proposed vessel
according to approved plans and specifications rather than pur-
chase the same vessel from the Commission as hereinabove au-
thorized, the Commission may permit the applicant to obtain and
submit to it competitive bids from domestic shipyards for such
work. If the Commission considers the bid of the shipyard in
which the applicant desires to have the vessel built fair and rea-
sonable, it may approve such bid and become a party to the
contract or contracts or other arrangements for the construction
of such proposed vessel and may agree to pay a construction-
differential subsidy in an amount determined by the Commission
in accordance with section 502 of this title and for the cost of
national-defense features. The construction-differential subsidy
and payments for national-defense features shall be based on the
lowest responsible domestic bid, No construction-differential sub-
sldy, as provided in this section, shall be paid unless the said
contract or contracts or other arrangements contain such provi-
sions as are provided in this title to protect the interests of the
United States as the Commission deems necessary. Such vessel
shall be documented under the laws of the United States as pro-
yided in section 503 of this title and operated as approved by the
Commission’ under the requirements applicable to vessels con-
structed under this act.”

Sec. 16. The last proviso in section 506 (b) of the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936, is hereby amended to read as follows: “Pro-
vided, That this sectlon shall not apply to contracts or sub-
contracts for scientific equipment used for communication and
navigation as may be so designated by the Commission, nor to
‘contracts or other arrangements entered into under this title by
‘the terms of which the United States undertakes to pay only for
national-defense features, and the Commission shall report an-
nually to Congress the names of such contractors and subeon-
tractors affected by this provision, together with the applicable
contracts and the amounts thereof.”

Sec. 17. The Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is hereby amended by
glkmg out section 506 and 1n.sert1ng in lieu thereof the fol-

wing:

“S8gc. 506. Every owner of a vessel for which a construction-
differential subsidy has been paid shall agree that the vessel shall
be operated exclusively in foreign trade, or on a round-the-world
voyage, or on a round voyage from the west coast of the United
Btates to a European port or ports which includes intercoastal
ports of the United States, or a round voyage from the Atlantic
coast of the United States to the Orient which includes intercoas-
tal ports of the United States, or on a voyage in foreign trade on
which the vessel may stop at an island possession or island Terri-
tory of the United States, and that, If the vessel is operated in the
domestic trade on any of the above-enumerated services, he will
pay annually to the Commission that proportion of one-twentieth
of the construction-differential subsidy pald for such vessel as the
gross revenue derived from the domestic trade bears to the gross
revenue derived from the entire voyages completed during the
preceding year. The Commission may consent in writing to the
temporary transfer of such vessel to seryice other than the service
covered by such agreement, for periods not exceeding 6 months
in any year, whenever the Commission may determine that such
transfer is necessary or appropriate to carry out the purposes
of this act. Such consent shall be conditioned upon the agree-
ment by the owner to pay to the Commission, upon such terms
and conditions as it may prescribe, an amount which bears the
same proportion to the construction-differential subsidy paid by
the Commission as such temporary period bears to the entire
economic 1ife of the vessel. No operating-differential subsidy shall
be paid for the operation of such vessel for such temporary period.”

SEc. 18. Section 507 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is hereby
amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 507, If a contract is made by the Commission under author-
ity of this title for the construction and sale of a new vessel to
replace a vessel then operated in forelgn trade, which in the
Judgment of the Commission should be replaced because it is obso-
lete or inadequate for successful operation in such trade, the Com-
mission is authorized, in its discretion, to buy such replaced vessel
from the owner at a fair and reasonable valuation, which valuation
shall not exceed the cost to the owner or any former owner plus
the actual cost previously expended thereon for reconditioning,
and less a reasonable and proper depreciation, based upon not
more than a 20-year life of the vessel, and apply the purchase
price agreed upon to that portion of the construction cost of such
new vessel which is to be borne by the purchaser thereof: Provided,
That the owner of such replaced vessel shall execute a bond, with
one or more approved sureties, conditioned upon indemnifying the
United States from all loss resulting from any existing lien against
such vessel: And Jurther, That such vessel has been
documented under the laws of the United States for a period of
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Sec. 19. The first sentence and the second sentence down to the
first semicolon of section 509 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is
‘hereby amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 509. Any citizen of the United States may make applica-
tion to the Commission for aid in the construction of a new vessel
to be operated in the forelgn or domestic trade (excepting vessels
engaged solely in the transportation of property on inland rivers
and canals exclusively). If such application is approved by the
Commission, the vessel may be constructed under the terms and
conditions of this title, but no construction-differential subsidy
shall be allowed, except as otherwise provided in this title, The
Commission shall pay for the cost of national-defense taatm‘es
incorporated in such vessel. The applicant shall be required to
pay the Commission not less than 25 percent of the cost of such
‘vessel (excluding cost of national-defense features);”,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, in seetion 30, page 22, line 15,
after the word “adding”, to strike out “a new section” and
insert “new sections'; and on page 24, line 12, after the word
“exist”, to strike out the quotation mark, so as to read:

Sec. 20. Section 604 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is hereby
amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 604. If in the case of any particular foreign-trade route the
Commission finds, after consultation with the Secretary of State,
that the subsidy provided for in this title is in any respect inade-
quate to offset the effect of governmental aid paid to foreign com-
petitors, it may grant such additional subsidy as it determines to be
necessary for that purpose: Provided, That no such additional sub~
sidy shall be granted except upon an affirmative vote of four of the
members of the Commission.”

Sec. 21. Section 606 (5) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is
hereby amended to read as follows:

“(6) that when at the end of any 10-year period during which an
operating-differential subsidy has been paid, or when prior to the
end of any such 10-year period the contract shall be terminated, if
the net profit of the contractor on his subsidized vessels and serv-
ices incident thereto during such period or time (without regard to
capital gains and capital losses), after deduction of depreciation
charges based upon a 20-year life expectancy of the subsidized ves-
sels has averaged more than 10 percent per annum upon the con-
tractor’s capital investment necessarily employed in the operation
of the subsidized vessels, services, rauge.a and lines, the contractor
shall pay to the United States an amount equal to one-half of such
profits in excess of 10 percent per annum as partial or complete
reimbursement for operating-differential-subsidy payments received
by the contractor for such 10-year period, but the amount of exces-
sive profit so recaptured shall not in any case exceed the amount of
the operating-differential-subsidy payments theretofore made to the
contractor for such period under such contract and the repayment
of such reimbursement to the Commission shall be subject to the
provisions of section 607;".

Bec. 22, The last sentence of the first paragraph of section 607 (b)
of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is hereby amended to read as
follows: “The proceeds of all insurance and indemnities recelved by
the contractor on account of total loss of any subsidized vessel and
the proceeds of any sale or other disposition of such vessel shall also
be deposited in the capital reserve fund.”

Bec. 23. Section 607 (b) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is
hereby amended by adding at the end thereof a new sentence to read
as follows: “The contractor may, with the consent of the Commis-
sion, pay from said fund any sums owing but not yet due on notes
secured by mortgages on subsidized vessels.”

Sec. 24. The second paragraph of sectlon 607 (c) of the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936, is amended to read as follows:

“If the profits, without regard to capital gains and capital losses,
earned by the business of the subsidized vessels and services incident
thereto exceed 10 percent per annum and exceed the percentage of
profits deposited in the capital reserve fund, as provided in subsec-
tion (b) of this seetion, the contractor shall deposit annually such
excess profits in this reserve fund. From the special reserve fund
the contmctor may make the following disbursements and no
others

Sec. 25. Section 607 (¢) (2) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936,
is hereby amended to read as follows:

“(2) Reimbursement to the contractor's general funds for cur-
rent operating losses on completed voyages of subsidized vessels
whenever the Commission shall determine it is improbable that
such current losses will be made up by profits on other voyages
during the current year;".

BEc. 26. The Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is hereby amended by
inserting two new subsections after subsection (e) of section 607
to read as follows:

“(f) Unless otherwise provided In the operating-differen
subsidy contract, upon the termination of any such contract, t.h.a
reserve funds required under this act shall be the property d
contractor, except for such amounts as may be due the United
States.

“(g). With the approval of the Commission, the contractor may
voluntarily increase the amount of either or both reserve funds
hydgpoe.lg in such fund or funds any or all of the e
otherwise available for distribution to stockholcers, or may trans-
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fer funds from the special reserve funds to the capital reserve
fund.”

Sec. 27. Subsection (f) of section 607 of the Merchant Marine
Act, 1936, is amended to read as follows:

“(h) The earnings of any contractor receiving an operating-
differential subsidy under authority of this act, which are deposited
in the contractor's reserve funds as provided in this section,
except earnings withdrawn from the special reserve funds and paid
into the contractor’s general funds or distributed as dividends or
bonuses as provided in paragraph 4 of subsection (c¢) of this sec-
tion, shall be exempt from all Federal taxes. Earnings with-
drawn from such special reserve fund shall be taxable as if earned
during the year of withdrawal from such fund.”

Bec. 28. Bection 609 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is hereby
amended by striking out the letter *(a)” and by repealing sub-
section (b) thereof.

Bec. 29, Bection 610 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is hereby
amended to read as follo

“8ec, 610. An opgrating-diﬂemntisl subsidy shall not be paid
under authority of this title on account of the operation of any
vessel which does not meet the following requirements: (1) The
vessel shall be of steel or other acceptable metal, shall be propelled
by steam or motor, shall be as nearly fireproof as practicable, shall
be built in a domestic yard (except as provided in section 502 (b)),
or shall have been documented under the laws of the United
States not later than February 1, 1928, or actually ordered and
under construction for the account of citizens of the United
Btates prior to such date, and shall be documented under the laws
of the United States during the entire life of the subsidy con-
tract; and (2) if the vessel shall be constructed after the passage
of this -act it shall be either a vessel constructed according to
plans and specifications approved by the Commission and the
: tary of the Navy, with particular reference to economical
conversion into an auxiliary naval vessel, or a vessel approved by
the Commission and the Navy Department as otherwise useful to
the United States in time of national emergency.”

Bec. 30. The Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is hereby amended by
adding new sections at the end of the title VI thereof to read as
follows:

“Sec. 611. (a) The contractor, upon complance with the provi-
sions of this section, may transfer to fo stry the vessels
covered by an operating-differential-subsidy contract held by him
in the event that the United States defaults upon such contract
or cancels It without just cause. Any contractor desiring fto
transfer any such vessel to foreign registry upon such default or
cancelation shall file an application in writing with the Commis-
sion setting forth its contentions with respect to the lack of just
cause or lawful grounds for such default or cancelation. The
Commission shall afford the contractor an opportunity for a hear-
ing within 20 days after such contractor files written application
therefor, and, after the testimony, if any, in such h has
been reduced to writing and filed with the Commission, it shall
within a reasonable time, grant or deny the application by order.

“{b) If any such application is denied, the contractor may ob-
taln a review of the order of denial in the United States Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia, by filing in such court,
within 20 days after the entry of such order, a written petition
praying that the order of the Commission be set aside. A copy of
such petition shall be forthwith served upon any member of the
Commission, or upon any officer thereof designated by the Com-
mission for that purpose, and thereupon the Commission shall
certify and file in the court a transcript of the record upon which
the order complained of was entered. Upon the filing of such
transcript such court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to deter-
mine whether such cancelation or default was without just cause,
and to affirm or set aside such order. The judgment and decree
of the court affirming or setting aside any such order of the Com-
mission shall be final.

*{c) No transfer of vessels to forelgn registry under this section
shall become effective until any indebtedness to the Government
or to any citizen of .the United States, secured by such vessels, has
been paid or discharged, and until after the expiration of 80 days
from the date of final determination of the application or the
appeal, if any. Within such 90-day period the Commission may
(1) with the consent of the contractor purchase the vessels at cost
to the confractor plus cost of capital improvements thereon, less
5 percent annual depreciation upon such vessel, and the actual
depreciated costs of capital improvements thereon, or (2) reinstate
the contract and adjust or settle, to the satisfaction of the con-
tractor, the default found by the Commission or the court to
exist.”

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 24, after line 12, to
insert the following:

SEc. 612. The Commission is authorized to subordinate its inter-
est as mortgagee in any vessel subsidized under the provisions of
this title in favor of any loan made by the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation under the Reconstruction Act, as amended, if the
Commission finds that the making of such loan by the Reconstruc-
tion Finance Corporation would be in furtherance of the policies
of this act or would, in its opinion, preserve or protect its mortgage
interest in sald subsidized vessel: Provided, That the obligations
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evidencing such loans by the Reconstruction Pinance Corporation
shall not be transferred, except to some other governmental agency.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I should like to have an
explanation of these amendments as we go along. They
are complicated amendments, and I should like to have the
chairman of the committee explain exactly the effect of the
proposed changes.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, this proposal received
the attention of the committee, and study by the commit-
tee. The committee listened to the officials of the Maritime
Commission. The language included on page 24, from line
13 on, is the result of the Commission’s experience in admin-
istering the existing law.

The Commission has found that some of the subsidized
lines require additional capital, which, if obtainable at all,
even from the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, can be
procured only upon the basis of giving as security for the
loans first mortgages on one or more units of the fleets on
which the Commission now holds ship-sale or ship-con-
struction loans.

There appears to be legal precedent for the subordination
of first liens held by the Government under extreme cases
of emergency. It seems desirable, however, that the Com-
mission’s authority be settled by express statutory provision.
The pending amendment will cover that situation.

Section 612 authorizes the subordination of the Com-
mission’s interest as mortgagee in any vessel subsidized under
title VI of the act for one purpose only, in favor of a loan
by the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, another agency
of the Government.

Furthermore, the authority can be exercised only if the
Commission finds that such action would be in furtherance
of the policies of the Merchant Marine Act, or would pre-
serve and protect its mortgage interest in the subsidized
vessels involved.

Finally, the interests of the Government are fully pro-
tected by the provision that the obligations evideneing such
loans as may be made by the Reconstruction Finance Cor-
poration shall not be transferred except to some other gov-
ernmental agency. This provision is considered to be wise,
because it seems to be undesirable and unnecessary that pri-
vate interests should obtain security interest in the vessels,
and thus have a preference over Commission mortgages.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, as I see it, this provision
merely represents another raid on the Treasury of the
United States in the interest of these subsidized lines. I do
not think any Senator upon this floor would deny that it
would have been impossible for the present Merchant Ma-
rine Act to have been passed in the last session of Congress
except with the restrictions which were sought to be imposed
by that measure. The Congress finally agreed to the theory
of the advocates of a subsidy, that, with only a very small
investment by a proposed shipowner, the Government of the
United States should be willing to grant a subsidy for the
construction of a vessel, or should even be willing to make
very extensive loans on the construction of the vessel, and
likewise to grant huge subsidies in proportion to the oper-
ating expenses of any of these lines. But the restriction
which was placed upon that section of the law was that the
United States should take a first lien on the vessel, which
was to be the security of the United States in that oper-
ation.

It is now proposed, by authorizing the Maritime Commis-
sion to subordinate its claim as mortgagee to that of an-
other governmental agency, merely to beat the devil about
the stump, and increase without limit the amount of money
which may be taken out of the Treasury of the United
States and loaned to somebody or given to somebody for the
construction or operation of ships.

It seems to me there is no justification on earth for this
section, because it merely extends Government aid with-
out limit and tends to emasculate the whole purpose of the
act which was passed at the last session.
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Mr. NORRIS. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK. I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. I am not familiar with the pending bill,
but I am amazed at the statement made by the Senator
from Missouri. If the bill does all the things he has stated
it does, I do not understand how it ever got out of the
committee, or how it can be expected that anyone will
support it.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the Senator will recall the
long controversy in this body with regard to the question
of ship subsidy. It was finally very reluctantly agreed to
by those of us who had opposed the ship-subsidy bill that
a system of direct subsidy, bad as it was, was infinitely
preferable to the system of indirect subsidies then in effect
in the shape of the old ocean-mail contracts provided it
was properly restricted. With agreement on certain limi-
tations, the bill finally passed this body without substantial
opposition.

Mr, President, the pending bill is brought in this year for
the purpose of removing from the original measure prac-
tically every limitation that was inserted as to the extension
of subsidies, and every restriction as to the manner in which
subsidies should be granted. In other words, the system is to
proceed almost exactly as before, in some degree even being
worse than under the old Copeland-Bland measure, which
passed this body. It seems to me there can be no purpose
in this measure other than to provide that every limitation
shall be removed, because when we say that the Maritime
Commission shall subordinate its first mortgages on vessels
to a lien to be granted to another governmental agency,
the R. F. C,, it is merely tantamount to saying, “The Mari-
time Commission cannot lend more than so much money,
but if you go around to the R. F. C. and get so much money,
which . all ultimately comes out of the Treasury of the
United States, then the provision of law will be suspended.”
The first mortgage of the Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion and the second mortgage of the Maritime Commission,
so far as the Treasury of the United States is concerned,
merely amount to a removal of a limitation now provided
by law.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I should like to cor-
rect the Senator in one statement. He said all money that
comes out of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation comes
out of the Treasury of the United States, but is supposed to
be repaid. We canceled about two and a half billion dol-
lars the other day that was not repaid. So that there are
sources of loss, as well as reimbursement, in the R. F. C.

AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I understand that Senators
who asked that the agricultural appropriation bill go over
until tomorrow have investigated the bill and have no desire
to delay it until tomorrow. If I am correct in that assump-
tion, I should like to have the Senate recur momentarily to
the agricultural appropriation bill so that we can pass it and
take it to conference.

Mr., NORRIS. Mr. President, is the Senator referring
to me?

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes.

Mr. NORRIS. I was not sure but that someone else also
had asked that the bill go over, but I am not informed as
to that.

Mr. President, I expected to speak at some length on the
agricultural appropriation bill. I had gone to the trouble of
making considerable investigation and research, and of
gathering together various documents which I desired to
present and discuss, and I thought the most appropriate
point at which to speak was in connection with the consid-
eration of the agricultural appropriation bill. The matters
I had in mind referred directly to some of the provisions
of that bill, and what I wanted to say had particular refer-
ence to several amendments to the bill which I had pre-
sented and which were referred to the committee. As the
Senator from Georgia knows, I was anxious to be heard by
the subcommittee, but on the days when the subcommitiee
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was in session I was obliged to be in attendance on hearings
held by other committees or subcommittees of which I was
a member, and it was impossible for me to be present and
make a statement before the subcommittee on appro-
priations.

Mr. President, I had no idea the bill would come up for
consideration today. I did not arrive in the Senate Cham-
ber until consideration of the bill was half completed. I have
taken an hour or so since then in looking up some of the
amendments I had proposed, and I find that the subcom-
mittee has taken care of nearly all the amendments I pro-
posed, so that part of my address, applying particularly to
the amendments, need not be presented, and therefore some
of the time of the Senate may perhaps be saved. I feel that
under the circumstances I should not subject the Senate to
listening to the long address I had expected to make, espe-
cially since, at least in part, the objectives I had in mind
have been accomplished, and my arguments with reference
to them are unnecessary to be made.

Therefore, Mr. President, so far as I am concerned, I am
not going to object to the proposed action. I think all action
required to be taken on the bill has been taken except voting
on its passage, If the Senator from Georgia wants to take
up the bill and complete action on it, I shall not make any
objection.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. In the course of the discussion to
which the Senator from Nebraska referred, the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. Borar] asked whether the bill would be open to
certain amendments which he wanted to offer tomorrow.
Can the Senator from Georgia tell me whether the situation
is satisfactory to the senior Senator from Idaho?

Mr. RUSSELL. I have not had an opportunity to confer
with the senior Senator from Idaho, but I understood he
was perfectly satisfied with the noxious-weeds item in the
bill which has been provided for by the committee. After
making his statement the Senator from Idaho subsequently
inquired about that particular item, and I assumed that that
was the item he had in mind.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I am advised by some of the Sena-
tors representing States adjoining the State of the Senator
from Idaho, that he is satisfied with that particular item.

Mr. BILBO. Mr, President, I had hoped that the con-
sent order would stand, and that the bill would go over for
final action until tomorrow, because I wanted to make some
explanations and observations on the amendment affecting
the appropriation for the four regional research labora-
tories, not that I had any hope that I could reverse the
decision of the subcommittee, but there were some things
affecting these projects that I wanted to discuss.

Since 1935, since I have been in the ‘Senate, I have been
trying to propagandize the Congress with respect to the
pressing necessity for a regional research laboratory,
especially for the benefit of the cotton farmers. A bill mak-
ing such provision passed the Senate twice. I followed it
over to the Hecuse committee, and in discussing the matter
before the House committee, which, by the way, made a
favorable report of the original bill, the committee members
expressed a desire to join in the campaign and provide for
other regional research laboratories.

When the general farm bill of 1938 was before the Con-
gress I offered an amendment providing for the establish-
ment of four such research laboratories, and a fund of
$2,000,000 was set up to be divided equally between the four
laboratories. The House in the meantime passed the farm
bill of 1938, and provided for the sum of $9,000,000 to be
used in the establishment of research laboratories without
specifying any number of laboratories.

In conference the committee decided to establish four
laboratories in the four great agricultural areas of the
United States, and agreed to provide the sum of $1,000,000
for each laboratory, or a total of $4,000,000. I appreciate
the fact that the $4,000,000 would come out of the general
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fund which is to be used for all the farmers; but I think I
am safe in saying that the farmers of the Nation are be-
hind the research laboratory program and are perfectly
willing to have that much money diverted from the total
sum for this purpose, as it will be spent for the benefit of the
real farmer.

The claim is made by the committee, as I understand,
that the appropriation of the $4,000,000 at this time would
be a futile, a vain thing to do, for the reason that the De-
partment is not now ready to locate the laboratories, neither
it is ready to provide for the proper construction and equip-
ment of the buildings. I wish to say that so far as the
southern research laboratory is concerned—and it is gen-
erally understood that one of the laboratories is to be located
in the Cotton Belt and is to conduct experiments in the
effort primarily to discover additional uses for cotton and
cottonseed—the Department is ready to construct the build-
ing and equip it and to start the investigations.

In fact, the plans and specifications have been agreed
upon by the Bureau of Chemistry and Soils for several
months, and they are ready to proceed with them. :

I cannot speak for the other sections, and I understand
that nothing definite has been urged by the other sections,
but at this time, when the cotton-producing South is s0
greatly stricken because of low prices for cotton, and an
unreasonable carry-over of 13,000,000 bales, which has a
tendency to beat down the price of cotton below the cost of
production, it is very unfortunate that the South will have
to wait upon the Department to make arrangements and
formulate a program and plans for the construction of
buildings and to designate the line of investigation to be car-
ried on in the other three regional research laboratories.
Such delay will result in penalizing that section which has
had this matter under consideration and preparation for
quite a while. It would be an unnecessary hardship if the
South should be forced to wait because of the lack of prepa-
ration by the other sections of our common country.

It has been argued by some that there ought to be an
effort made to coordinate governmental investigations with
those which are carried on by private laboratories of great in-
dustrial organizations so as to avoid duplication by the Gov-
ernment laboratories. I should like to say in response to
that suggestion that that is one great argument for Gov-
ernment owned, controlled, and operated laboratories. Take
the case of the Hercules Powder Co., or the Standard Oil
Co., or Henry Ford, or any of the great industrialists, who
are spending millions of dollars in their laboratories to make
investigations to find other chemical outlets and byproducts.
When they make a discovery it does not do the farmer any
good, it does not do the people generally any good, because
those industrialists make a “beeline” to the Patent Office
and secure a patent on whatever they find out in their labora~
tory investigations, and it is tied up in the hands of the
industrialists for a term of 14 years, whereas if the Govern-
ment makes investigation through its chemists, and a dis-
covery is made that will result in benefit to the farmers,
who are so sorely pressed, and who will be more sorely pressed
as the years go by, at once the farmers may come into the
full enjoyment of whatever discoveries may be found with
respect to other chemiecal outlets for our agricultural prod-
ucts.

To illustrate, let me say that since this matter has been
before the country, since we have been urging chemurgic
investigations with respect to argicultural produects, a small
industrialist in my State, at McComb, has been able to take
cotton linters and combine it with portland cement, and has
produced a shingle that we believe is the equal of the asbestos
shingle, or other high-grade shingles, in durability and last-
ing qualities and in cheapness. If that be true, the result
is the establishment of an outlet for cotton linters with great
possibilities.

In the case of another small industrial plant, at Hatties-
burg, Miss., attention was directed to the importance of find-
ing other uses for cotton; and Mr. Wood, their chemist, has
devised a road-surfacing material, in the process of manu-
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facturing which raw cotton is carried on the highway with a
portable gin, and the cotton lint is there mixed with asbestos,
gravel, sand, and tar, which renders it waterproof, producing
a road covering material which is equal to, if not better than,
cement itself. Tests are now being made, and if they are
successful a patient wiil be granted to the industry at Hatties-
burg which will rob the farmers of the benefits of this
discovery.

I hope the establishment of a laboratory for the cotton-
producing section can be provided for at this time. Plans
and specifications for the building have already been made
by the Bureau of Chemistry and Soils. They have their pro-
gram already outlined, as to where they are going to investi-
gate and what they are going to try to ascertain. They know
exactly what kind of machinery to put in the laboratory
building. What I say is true of the proposed laboratory in
the South. I know nothing about the others.

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ELLENDER in the chair).
Does the Senator from Mississippi yield to the Senator from
Idaho?

Mr. BILBO. I yield.

Mr. POPE. Does the Senator know how far the Federal
Bureau of Roads has gone in using cotton for road-surfacing
plurposes?

Mr. BILBO. I know something about it. The Bureau of
Public Roads has used cotton cloth as a base for the pave-
ment of highways in approximately 600 miles of roads in the
United States, in 24 States. The point I desire to make is
that the Bureau of Public Roads takes the raw cotton, gins it,
ships it to the factory, pays freight on it, manufactures it
into cloth, and pays the freight back to the site of the high-
way, all of which results in a very expensive surfacing for
the highway. In the discovery about which I was speaking,
raw cotton is ginned on the highway. There is no freight
cost. There is no cost of manufacturing cloth. The resuli-
ing road-building material is better, in that the fiber is thor-
oughly mixed with the materials necessary to made the road
surface. So I am greatly disappointed that we shall have to
wait until January 1939 before we can get the appropriation
which has already been authorized by the Farm Act of 1938.
A part of the country is all set and ready to proceed with this
great undertaking.

This morning I read a statement by Mr. Babson, who
painted a gloomy picture for the agricultural life of the
Nation. He stated that one ray of hope held out to agri-
culture is the discovery, through commercial investigation,
of additional uses for farm products. I know that the only
hope for the cotton farmer is to find additional uses for
cotton. I believe that after a short period of investigation
and discovery of additional uses we shall be able to find
enough uses for cotton linters so that we shall not need any
control program, and 130,000,000 people will be able to
utilize not only 20,000,000 bales of cotton every year but
25,000,000 bales.

So enthusiastic have been the people of my State in re-
gard to this great undertaking for the benefit of the
farmers, and so anxious were they to contribute their share
to the success of the program, that under the provisions of
the bill which authorized the Secretary of Agriculture to
accept donations for the location of the laboratories my
State legislature appropriated half a million dollars to be
given to the Federal Government in connection with the
establishment, building, equipment, and maintenance of
such an institution. In addition to that, two cities in my
State have already authorized an appropriation, and are
ready to turn over to the Federal Government a gquarter
of a million dollars each, in the effort to bring about the
location of the laboratory in their midst. In other words,
the State of Mississippi is already offering $750,000 for the
location of the laboratory which was authorized under the
Farm Act of 1938.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BILBO. I yleld.
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Mr. CONNALLY. Does the Senator from Mississippi
think the Federal Government, in locating a laboratory,
ought to be influenced by gifts or any other sort of blandish-
ments? Ought not the laboratory to be located where it
will serve the best interests of all the people, rather than
to be bought into a certain location?

If the laboratory is to serve a great national purpose, the
Department of Agriculture ought to look around and locate
the laboratory where it can best serve its purpose, and not
be tempted or swerved from its duty by having dangled
before it a large amount of money taken out of some State
_ treasury which results in taxing the people of the State
unjustly, and putting on them a heayy burden in the form
of State taxation in order to obtain something which the
Federal Government ought to locate without any improper
or seductive temptations to put it where it does not belong.

I ask the Senator in all candor if he does not think the
approach to the problem which I have suggested is better
than having the different States bidding against one another
for the location of such a laboratory?

Mr. BILBO. The people of Mississippi, believing that Mis-
sissippi is the ideal State in which to place the southern re-
search laboratory, are willing to contribute, as a matter of
good faith, $750,000 in case it is located in Mississippi. In
the original bill which I introduced, providing for the estab-
lishment of a laboratory, I submitted my proposal to the
President of the United States. The President and the
Bureau of the Budget agreed to the passage of the bill on
condition that the State in which the laboratory was located
would put up $250,000; but the conference committee re-
. moved that condition. The committee did away with the
requirement of a contribution of $250,000 on the part of the
State in which one of these laboratories was located and in-
serted another provision, which I think was a mistake. The
conference committee provided that, notwithstanding no
State would have to put up $250,000, the Secretary of Agri-
culture was authorized to accept donations from States or
- communities desiring to have the laboratory located in their
midst.

Of course, the Department of Agriculture will not allow
money to be the controlling factor in the location of labora-
. tories. I think I am safe in making that statement. But
when all the advantages of locality, accessibility, climate, and
accommodations for the building and maintenance of the
laboratory are surveyed, and it is found that Texas is just as
good a place as Mississippi, and that Mississippi is just as
good a place as Texas——

Mr. CONNALLY. They will not decide that to be so.

Mr. BILBO. And that Alabama is just as good a place
as Mississippi or Texas, and that even Arkansas would be a
very favorable location——

Mr. MILLER. Why does the Senator say “even Arkan-
sas”?

Mr. BILBO. Because I noticed the Senator from Arkansas
in the Chamber.

Mr. McKELLAR. Why leave out Tennessee?

Mr. BILBO. Tennessee is so close to Mississippi that it
might pass. However, when all the factors are taken into
consideration, everything else being equal, the Secretary of
Agriculture would be a very poor Secretary of Agriculture if
he did not locate the laboratory in the State which would
put up the most money and show a spirit of cooperation and
sympathy for this great institution, which is to last for all
time to come.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, BILBO. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. If the test described by the Senator is
to be applied, I suggest to the Senator that the Secretary
will locate the laboratory in the community which submits
the most attractive offer.

Mr. BILBO. I did not say that.

Mr, CONNALLY, The Senator said the Secretary would
do so, all other things being equal.

Mr. BILBO. Certainly.
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Mr. CONNALLY. Let us assume that a number of equally
suitable locations are available in Mississippi, Louisiana, and
Arkansas. The Secretary would then call upon the States
for contributions and say, “I intend to locate the laboratory
in the State which will provide the largest contribution.”
Would not the result be that the States would be bidding
against one another, and taxing their own people in the
form of a State tax for what is really a Federal activity?

Most of the States have been before the Congress begging
the Congress for money from the Federal Treasury to carry
on activities which the States themselves should carry on,
and yet the Senator from Mississippi now is suggesting that
Mississippi is able to give the Federal Government $750,000
toward an activity which ought, in good conscience and good
economy, to be entirely maintained by the Federal Govern-
ment, because the project will not serve Mississippi alone.

Mr. BILBEO. Certainly not.

Mr. CONNALLY. We wish the laboratory to be a fair and
impartial research laboratory. We do not wish it to be con-
sidered a possession of Mississippi, of Texas, or of Arkansas.
The cotton from Texas must be treated in the same way as is
the cotton from Mississippi. I do not agree that the Federal
Government, in locating activities of this sort, should be actu-
ated by a spirit of gain, or a feeling of greed, and should auc-
tion off the project to the community from which it can get
the most “swag” in connection with the location of a labo-
ratory.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BILBO. I yield.

Mr. MILLER. As a matter of fact, the law provides for
the establishment of four research laboratories. It is assumed
that one will be established in the Corn Belt, one in the Wheat
Belt, one in the Cotton Belt, and one to take care of the other
groups of producers whose interests should be taken into
consideration, particularly the rice interests. I doubt whether
the Government would be justified in establishing a research
laboratory for the study of tobacco, although tobacco is a
valuable crop. But conditions affecting rice and the develop-
ment of the rice industry are such that I think the Secre-
tary, in all fairness to those States producing rice, should
take that product into consideration in locating one of these
laboratories, probably establishing a combined laboratory
for the study of some of the so-called lesser major crops, for
if there is such a thing as a “lesser major” crop, rice comes
in that category.

Mr. BILBO. How many States produce rice commercially?

Mr. MILLER. Four. Of course, we may include Cali-
fornia, but that would be too far out in the United States.
Arkansas, Louisiana, and Texas are the main rice-producing
States,

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the Senator from Mis-
sissippi yield to me?

Mr. BILBO. I yield.

Mr. HATCH. I do not quite understand the remark of
the Senator from Arkansas, Did I understand him fo say
that California was “out of the United States”?

Mr. MILLER. I said it would be “too far out.”

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, in reference to the observa-
tion of the Senator from Texas [Mr. CoNNaLLY], let me say
that we all appreciate the fact that, no matter where a lab-
oratory may be located, whatever discoveries may be made,
whatever may be accomplished in those laboratories will
result in good to all the people. I can fancy that if a labora-
tory were located in the Panhandle of Texas or in the mes-
quite territory of western Texas at Uvalde, whatever inves-
tigations were made, whatever discoveries were made would
result in just as much good to Mississippi as if the labora-
tory were located in Mississippi. However, we all appreciate
the fact that convenience and accessibility on the part of the
people in the agricultural area where a laboratory is located
should be factors. If the southern laboratory is to deal first
and primarily with cotton and cottonseed, cotton being the
great crop of the South, then it should be located somewhere
in a central section, so that the cotton growers from every
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section may make their way to the laboratory for investiga-
tion and for study.

Of course, money is not going to be the deciding factor;
the donations will not control, for there are many factors in-
volved. Yet, I repeat, in all fairness, if a community or State
is chemurgically minded, if it believes in this great under-
taking, if it is in sympathy with the objective and shows its
interest by making a wholesome donation, other things being
equal, the community that shows the greatest spirit of co-
operation and interest should be favored by the Secretary.

It may be that Texas could put up a million dollars and
Mississippi only three-guarters of a million dollars, but there
are other advantages that Mississippi would have over Texas
that would justify the Secretary in locating the laboratory in
Mississippi.

Mr. President, I entertain no hope of persuading the com-
mittee or the Congress affer the House has acted as it has to
secure $4,000,000 at this time; but I may, before the Congress
adjourns, attempt to meet the objections of the Senator from
Idaho and the Senator from Georgia by seeking a sufficient
appropriation, at least, to start one of the laboratories in a
section that is ready to proceed with the work.

Mr. POPE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Mississippi yield to the Senator from Idaho? FAUTS

Mr. BILBO. I yield.

Mr. POPE. I made no objection to the establishment of the
laboratories. As a matter of fact, the questions that I asked
the Senator from Georgia were asked in an effort to bring out
the reason why an appropriation was not made for the four
laboratories.

Mr. BILBO. I am glad to know the Senator’s position.

Mr, POPE. It was my understanding that when Congress
passed the bill providing for the establishment of four labora-
tories there would be an appropriation made to carry out that
provision of the law. I am for it; I think it should be carried
out; and my questions to the Senator from Georgia were
asked in an effort to find out why it had not been done. So I
agree with the Senator from Mississippi with respect to that
matter.

Let me ask the Senator from Mississippi a question. What
does he have to say to the suggestion of the Senator from
Georgia that there should be some sort of coordination be-
tween present laboratories and the proposed new labora-
tories? For instance, in my State we have a land-grant
college, where there is a laboratory, and certain researches
are being made perhaps along the line contemplated by the
larger laboratories. Has the Senator any suggestion as to
what might be done with reference to that matter in order to
prevent duplication as suggested by the Senator from
Georgia?

Mr. BILBO. I have the impression whenever we undertake
to dissipate the funds appropriated under an authorization
of law, and scatter the money around among small, one-horse
institutions and laboratories, that the result would be to de-
feat the very purpose of establishing four great central
chemurgic institutions in which the work would be carried on
by a group of scientists who would be brought from the best
institutions and best laboratories of the country.

So, I think the suggestion of scattering this fund would
be a mistake. It would result largely in the same situation
we now have with respect to statistics issued by the Govern-
ment. We have now half a dozen or more Government agen-
cies engaged in the business of gathering statistics. It is an
endless process; they are overlapping; they are intruding
upon each other’s territory; and we have a conglomeration of
statistical information that ought to come from one central
organization of the Government. If we desire to secure real
results, we should concentrate the expenditure of the money
in one great institution, one great workhouse, where there
would be brought the best brains and the best talent of the
United States to concentrate upon the great undertaking
of finding the thousands of new commercial uses that may
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be discovered for agricultural commodities produced in the
United States. It is the only rainbow of hope, it is the only
way out for the farmer. I repeat, I regret exceedingly that
the committee has seen fit to refuse to recommend an appro-
priation of at least a sufficient amount to establish one of
these laboratories especially for the section that is now ready
to proceed with if. I appreciate the fact that it cannot be
put in the bill because it would be legislation on an appro-
priation bill, but I entertain the hope that I may persuade
the Senate before final adjournment that this item should be
put on some other bill, and that an appropriation should be
made at least to provide for the establishment of one of these
laboratories.

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, I move to reconsider the vote
by which——

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, if the Senator will pardon
me for a moment, there is pending an amendment now on
page 93, as I recall, of the agricultural appropriation bill
I hope we may dispose of that amendment,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senate bill 3078 has not
been laid aside as yet.

Mr. RUSSELL. I understood that bill had been laid
aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will inquire who
made the request?

Mr. RUSSELL. I asked that the bill be laid aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The present occupant of the
chair was not aware that such a request was made.

Mr, RUSSELL. Then, I now make the request, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator may call for the regular
order, and that will automatically bring back the appro-
priation bill before the Senate.

Mr. RUSSELL. I ask for the regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The regular order is de-
manded. The regular order is the agricultural appropria-
tion bill.

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R.
10238) making appropriations for the Department of Agri-
culture and for the Farm Credit Administration for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I should like to say a
word.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. Bone] has the floor.

Mr. BONE. I yield to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I wish to say that I am
heartily in accord with the purpose of establishing agricul-
tural research laboratories and very much regret that the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, for reasons no
doubt sufficient unto the committee, saw fit not to provide
complete appropriations.

According to my view, however, the laboratories ought to
be located wherever the Secretary of Agriculture considers
the location best suited to the purpose for which they are
to be established. I do not agree to the proposition that
States ought to be compelled to offer monetary inducement
to influence the mind of the Secretary or the mind of the De-
partment. If a Federal activity is worth embarking upon
at all, then the Federal Government ought to bear the ex-
pense of such activity. If an Army camp should be located
in my State because it is nearer the border of Mexico, it
ought to go there regardless of whether or not Texas puts up
a 5-cent piece. So, in the case of these laboratories, I have
no objection to nominal contributions—a site, or something
of that kind—but I think it is wrong for ambitious locali-
ties, that may not possess certain natural advantages that
some other locality possesses, to rush in and say, “Why,
here, Mr, Secretary, look at the money we have; feel of it;
it is cash; put this laboratory down here where we want to
have it put.” That is the policy and the theory to which
the Senator from Texas is objecting.

If a Senator were in the performance of his duty here,
and a lobbyist were to call him out in the hall and say, “We
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know your mind is already made up, and you favor our bill
anyway; but, all things being equal, just look at this money
here, Senator. Look at it. Take it; feel of it; put it in your
pocket.” We would not stand for that a moment. It would
be undue influence, bribery, corruption.

So, Mr. President, I simply wished to put in the Recorp
here, so that the Secretary may read it if he wants to read
it, that it is not the policy of the Senate and it is not the
policy of the Congress to auction off to the highest bidder
the places where these institutions shall be located. I have
no objection to the location of one of them in Mississippi.
If the Secretary feels that Mississippi is the place to put it,
let him put it there; but do not make Mississippi tax its
tax-ridden people $750,000 out of a treasury which, no doubt,
is already depleted, to buy the Federal Government into
putting a research laboratory in Mississippi. If it belongs
in Arkansas, put it in Arkansas. We have one vote already
for Arkansas. [Laughter.]

Mr. President, the Senator from Mississippi has shown a
great deal of zeal in advocating the establishment of these
laboratories, and I want to pay great compliment to him
for his activities; but I do not want the Senator to get this
site in Mississippl so close up to his eye that he cannot see
that these laboratories are to perform national functions.
They are to serve all the cotton States. They are to serve
all the cotton region. Mississippi is a fine cotton State, but
she could be put in two or three counties in my State. So I
hope the Senator will not further urge and press a drive on
the Secretary with this money in his hand, but that he will
let the Secretary decide the maftter according to its merits,
uninfluenced by low motives—motives of greed and all that
sort of business. Let the Secretary decide in accordance
with the merits of the case, and the natural attractions of
the place, and its suitability for the purposes of carrying on
research. When that is done, I say that I have no fear as to
where the laboratory will be located.

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, to keep the record straight, I
assure the Senator from Texas that we carefully read the
statute before we provided for funds for this institution.
There is nothing in the law which makes a donation manda-
tory or necessary; but what Mississippi is doing is done in
the right and proper spirit.

We have a very active and enthusiastic Chemurgic Council
in Mississippi, headed by our secretary of agriculture. In
fact, Mississippi is chemurgic-minded, chemurgic-conscious.
We are so enthusiastic about the great good to flow from the
establishment of these laboratories and the work to be ac-
complished by them, that as a free-will offering we are tender-
ing to the Government and the people of the United States,
through the secretary, this contribution to help in a great
and glorious cause. At the same time, we believe that Missis-
sippi has all the other advantages which warrant the location
of one of these laboratories within its borders. It is the geo-
graphic center of the Cotton Belt. It is accessible by good
roads, railroads, and airplane. It is the second greatest cot-
ton-growing State in the Nation, even if Mississippi could
be put into three counties in Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment reported by the committee on page 93, lines
12 to 19.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr, BONE. Mr. President, in accordance with the under-
standing we had earlier in the day, I now ask unanimous
consent to reconsider the vote by which the Senate approved
the committee amendment to the pending bill in the first
five lines of page 44.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the
request of the Senator from Washington? The Chair hears
none, and the vote is reconsidered. The question now is
on agreeing to the amendment reported by the committee.

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, the committee amendment
took $65,000 from the amount appropriated for the admin-
istration of certain marginal and submarginal lands. Let
me say to the Senate that this $65,000 item was intended to
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permit the administration by the Forest Service of some
2,000,000 acres of land in various parts of the United States
which had been taken over by the Forest Service. I think
most of it was acquired by the Resettlement Administration
as part of the land-utilization program which it was ad-
ministering under the provisions of the Emergency Relief
Act of 1935. Unless this rather small item remains in the
bill there will be no money for fire protection and for the
other necessary operations which will have to be carried on
in order to make the land available or even to preserve
what timber is on it; and I am hopeful that we may provide
the necessary supervision and fire protection by this small
item.

There is a tremendous amount of this land. A consider-
able block of it is in the northwestern part of the United
States, but it is scattered all over the country. I do not
know how many States are involved. Quite a few States are
involved. It is a rather small item, and I hope the able
Senator in charge of the bill on the floor will let my motion
prevail, that the committee amendment be rejected, and let
it go to conference.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BONE. Yes; I yield to the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. OMAHONEY. If the amendment should be rejected,
of course, there would be nothing in conference,

Mr. BONE. I think the Senator is correct.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That is the case.

Mr, BONE. Then I stand corrected. That is true, Mr.
President. I was in error on that point. This provision
came over to the Senate from the House. I think it is
sufficiently important to justify rejection of the committee
amendment, which struck out the item, and I hope the
Senate will let the item remain in the bill. It is tremen-
dously important to the Northwest. It fouches Washington,
Oregon, Idaho, and affects vast tracts of land there. I
think nearly half a million acres are involved, and if fire
ever got into those tracts it would do an enormous amount
of damage. This $65,000 will provide fire protection and
observation and the other things which are necessary to
proper care of the land. These are valuable pieces of land.

Mr. POPE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Washington yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. BONE. I do.

Mr. POPE. Is it the understanding of the Senator that
without this appropriation there would be no means of pro-
tecting from fire and other hazards these lands which were
acquired by what is now known as the Farm Security Admin-
istration?

Mr. BONE. It is my understanding that without this item
the Forest Service will be without funds to give the lands
fire protection, and patrolling, and the other things which
are normal incidental operations of the Forest Service.
These great tracts of land, aggregating some 2,000,000 acres,
were taken over, and at present there is no way of policing
them and protecting them from fire; and this $65,000 item is
said by the Department to be sufficient for that purpose.

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the chairman of the sub-
committee or somebody else explain why these lands at pres-
ent are not protected?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Washington yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. BONE. I yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. The amendment was offered by the Sen-
ator from Wyoming, and I should like to have him explain it.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr, President, I hope those who may
be interested in this amendment will refer to the testimony
which was adduced by the subcommittee in charge of the
pending bill, and which appears beginning at page 233 of
the hearings before the Senate subcommittee. I think it will
be of value to the Members. of the Senate to read the hearings
and to become acquainted with the testimony which was
submitted to the committee,
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I may briefly summarize the situation by saying that there
is now upon the statute books, unrepealed, a law which pro-
vides that no lands may be added to any national forest by
Executive order in certain States, one of which is the State of
Washington, without specific authorization of law. There is
a great deal of sentiment in many Western States against
the acquisition by the various bureaus of the Government of
additional land without an examination of the addition by
the appropriate committees of Congress.

The theory in many of the Western States is that since
the State and county governments are supported by taxa-
tion of privately owned property, and since it has always
been the policy of the Government to encourage the settle-
ment and development of the western section by the trans-
fer of publicly owned land to private ownership, such de-
velopment should not be prevented by mere Executive order.

When the various emergency laws were passed for the
purpose of enabling the Government to aid those who were
out of employment to find work, and other emergency laws
designed to use reforestation, prevention of soil erosion, and
matters of that kind, as avenues for putting people to work,
authority for Executive action was conveyed in the National
Industrial Recovery Act and in the Emergency Relief Ap-
propriation Act.

The lands to which the Senator referred were purchased
under the submarginal retirement program. For my part,
I think that program has been an excellent one, and has
been handled in a very admirable manner, But it seemed
to the committee, when it was considering this amendment,
that we were allowing the Forest Service.to expand its
acreage in the State of Washington without specific author-
ity of Congress.

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. BONE. The Senator will correct me if I am in error,
and I know that there are those nearby who are better in-
formed on this subject than am I, It is my understanding
that under the Resettlement Administration program, in
order to get farmers off marginal and submarginal lands,
where they were actually going bankrupt and starving, under
authority passed by Congress, very definitely approved in
this body, the Resettlement Administration bought this land,
which really is not good for anything except for growing
trees, and it was turned over to the Forest Service. It
might as well have been turned over to them as to any other
Service,

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Absolutely.

Mr. BONE. Therefore, we confront the accomplished
fact that the Forest Service has this land. All Sen-
ators felt it was a good thing to turn it over to them. We
now have the Forest Service with a huge block of timbered
land——

Mr. OMAHONEY. Mr. President, if the Senator will per-
mit me to interrupt him, since I have the floor, I should like
to say that I do not intend to object to his amendment. I
shall be perfectly willing, as the sponsor of the amendment
by which this language was stricken out, to subscribe to his
motion for reconsideration, and I shall be perfectly happy
to have the House language adopted, because since the State
of Washington is the State most concerned in this immediate
item, and since it is perfectly clear that these lands can be
best administered by the Forest Service, I shall have no
objection whatsoever to the elimination of the amendment
recommended by the Senate committee. I was merely ex-
plaining to the Senate, in response to the question of the
junior Senator from Idaho, the reason why this amendment
was made by the committee.

Since the amendment was suggested I have received a
statement from Mr. White, the very efficient and able Solici-
tor of the Department of Agriculture, explaining the posi-
tion which the Department has taken with respect to the
legal phases of this subject. I ask unanimous consent that
the statement be published in the ReEcorp at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?
There being no objection, the statement was ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

LEGAL AUTHORITY FOR THE ACQUISITION OF LANDS IN CONNECTION WITH
THE LAND-UTILIZATION PROGRAM INITIATED EY THE RESETTLEMENT
ADMINISTRATION, NOW THE FARM SECURITY ADMINISTRATION, AND
FOR THE TRANSFER OF A PART OF THEM TO THE FOREST SERVICE FOR
ADMINISTRATION !

Any statement in regard to the legality and propriety of trans-
ferring to the Forest Service for administration lands acquired in
connection with the land-utilization program formerly admin-
istered by the Resettlement Administration, now the Farm Security
Administration, and subsequently transferred to the Secretary of
Agriculture, should be prefaced by a brief statement showing the
nature and scope of this program. The land-utilization and land-
conservation program has as Its primary objective the establish-
ment of a permanent, desirable type of economy for those areas in
which farming is uneconomic and in which the land should be
retired from cultivation. It is the only program of the Federal
Government which has as its objective the economic stabiliza-
tion of areas which, because of mistaken public policies and the
ignorance or necessitous circumstances of private individuals, are
being cultivated, In spite of the fact that they actually are not
suitable for arable farming. It is essentially a program aimed at
helping the half million farm families now living in these sub-
normal areas, as well as to effect a conservational use of land.
The program is concerned with the acquisition and administra-
tion of lands only to the extent that the devotion of the land to
proper uses cannot be achieved in any other way.

Land purchases are limited, for the most part, to those areas
within which the predominant use of the land is for agriculture,
where the soil, rainfall, topography, length of growing season, and
other factors make arable agriculture undesirable. Improper use
of the land in these poor areas has resulted in mining of the
soil, severe erosion, and serious depletion of natural resources.
The people living on the lands are poverty stricken, and in recent
years have been the recipients of extensive Federal subsidies in
the form of relief, seed and feed loans, and other forms of as-
sistance. It Is a case of the people ruining the land and the land
ruining the people. The results are socially undesirable, both from
the standpoint of the effect upon the people in the areas and
from the standpoint of the loss of natural resources.

The conversion of these socially undesirable areas into areas rep-
resenting assets to the country can best be effected through Fed-
eral purchases of some of the land and adjustments in the use of
most of the land in such areas, carried out in cooperation with
the people and political units involved. In the eastern portion
of the United States the land purchased with a view to develop-
ing a permanent economy is also suitable for forestry, wild-
Iife, and recreational uses. In some areas the land should be
devoted to a combination of all three uses. In others some one
of the three uses may predominate. In the Great Plains the
purchase of a relatively small proportion of the land in a given
area ordinarily will permit the establishment of a sound type of
grazing economy over a much larger area. Whether in the East or
in the Great Plains, adjustments undertaken are designed to
bring about the best permanent use of the land. Aside from
eonserving natural resources and placing families in an economy
which will permit them to become self-supporting, a setting is
provided which may make it possible to put local public finances
in these areas upon a sounder basis.

Administration of the land acquired, after the adjustments pro-
posed have been effected, is a distinct and separate problem. The
Forest Service is the recognized agency of the Federal Government
for the administration of Yorest lands, and it seems proper, once
the adjustments have been effected, that those projects in which
forestry should be the major use of the land should be admin-
istered through the Forest Service. Similarly, projects devoted
principally to wildlife uses should be administered through the
Bureau of Biological Survey. In other instances, however, the
uses of the land after the pi of land conservation and land
utilization has been effected will be such that the agency now
charged by the Secretary with primary responsibility for the pro-
gra.ni':. tcllle Bureau of Agricultural Economics, can best administer
the land.

The legal basis for the program is contained in title II of the
National Industrial Recovery Act, the Emergency Relief Appropria-
tion Act of 1935, and title IIT of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant
Act. The land-utilization program was incorporated in the com-
prehensive program of public works which title II, section 202, of
the National Industrial Recovery Act directed the Federal Emer-
gency Administrator of Public Works to prepare. It falls within
that part of the comprehensive program which is deseribed in
subsections (b) and (¢) of section 202, which reads as follows:

“(b) Conservation and development of natural resources, includ-
ing control, utilization, and purification of waters, prevention of
sofl or coastal erosion, development of water power, transmission
of electrical energy, constructlon of river and harbor improve-
ments, and flood control. *

“(c) Any projects of the character heretofore constructed or

on, either directly by public authority or with public aid,
to serve the interests of the general public.”
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The acquisiticn of land In connection with this program was
authorized by section 203 (a) (3).

When the National Industrial Recovery Act expired, the land-
utilization program was continued under the Emergency Relief
Appropriation Act of 1935. The projects composing the program
were approved by the President as work-relief projects, within the
class described in section 1 (h), which reads:

“(h) Sanitation, prevention of soil erosion, prevention of stream
pollution, seacoast erosion, reforestation, forestation, flood control,
rivers and harbors and miscellaneous projects.”

The authority to acquire land in connection with these projects
is contained in section 5.

The Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1935 expired on
June 30, 1937. Congress has provided for the continuation of the
land-utilization program, however, under title III of the Bank-
head-Jones Farm Tenant Act. Title IIT was drafted upon the basis
of the experience gained during the operation of the land-utiliza-
tion program during the preceding 4 years, and contains the first
complete statement of the purposes of the program. The Becretary
i{s there directed to develop a program of land conservation and
land utilization designed to correct maladjustments in land use,
and thus assist in controlling soil erosion, reforestation, preserving
natural resources, mitigating floods, preventing the impairment of
dams and reservolrs, preserving surface and subsurface moisture,
protecting the watersheds of navigable streams, and protecting the
public lands, health, safety, and welfare. This program is based
upon the retirement of lands which are submarginal or not pri-
marily suitable for cultivation. In order to effectuate this pro-
gram, section 32 of title III authorizes the Secretary to acquire
“submarginal land and land not primarily suitable for cultiva-
tion,” to take whatever measures are necessary to protect, lmprove,
and adapt the land acquired to its most beneficlal use, and then
to arrange for its transfer to some Federal, State, or Territorial
agency for administration under conditions of use which will best
serve the purposes of a land-conservation and land-utilization
program.

The land-utilization program initiated under the National In-
dustrial Recovery Act was undertaken by the Federal Emergency
Rellef Administration with funds allocated through the Public
Works Administration. It was later transferred by Executive Order
No. 7028, dated April 30, 1935, to the Resettlement Administration,
which continued and expanded it under the Emergency Relief Ap-
propriation Act of 1935. On December 31, 1936, the entire program
was transferred by Executive Order No. 75630, as amended by Execu-
tive Order No. 7557, dated February 19, 1937, to the Department
of Agriculture for completion and administration.

The authority of the President to transfer land acquired under
title IT of the National Industrial Recovery Act from one Federal
agency to ancther was contained in section 203 (a), which au-
thorized him to undertake a public-works program through any
agency he might designate or create, in section 201 (a), which
authorized him to delegate any of his functions or powers under
that title to such officers or employees as he might designate or
appoint, and in section 201 (d), which directed the transfer, to
such departments of the Government as the President might desig-
nate, of the remaining functions of those emergency agencies
which ceased to exist upon the expiration of the act.

The authority of the President to transfer land acquired under
the Emergency Rellef Appropriation Act of 1935 was contained in
section 3 (b), which authorized him to utilize such Federal offi-
cers and employees as might be necessary in connection with the
work-relief program authorized by that act, and in section 4,
which authorized him to establish and prescribe the duties and
functions of necessary agencies within the Government.

Parenthetically, it should be noted that section 45 of title IV
of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act authorizes the President
to transfer to the Secretary of Agriculture lands already under the
supervision of the Secretary of Agriculture which the President
finds suitable for the purposes of the act. Pursuant to this pro-
vision, the Secretary has recommended to the President the trans-
fer of lands acquired in connection with the land utilization pro-

under the Recovery and Rellef Acts for administration under
he provisions of title III of the act. Upon the issuance of this
Executive order, the *“o0ld" and the *“new” land utilization pro-
grams can be consolidated into a single effective program, all of
it to be operated under the provisions of title III of the Bank-
head-Jones Farm Tenant Act. As has already been indicated, sec-
tion 32 of that act specifically provides for the transfer of lands
acquired to Federal, State, or Territorial agencies for administra-
tion.

The present authority of the Secretary of Agriculture with refer-
ence to the lands transferred to him from the Resettlement Ad-
ministration is contained in Executive Order No. 7557, dated Feb-
ruary 19, 1937, which directs him to administer the program and
to exercise, for that purpose, all of the powers previously given to
the Resettlement Administration. The Secretary must, of neces-
sity, administer the program through the bureaus and agencies
within the Department of Agriculture. Inasmuch as responsibility
for the administration of the program has been entrusted directly
to him, he may exercise his responsibility through any of these
bureaus.

It should be repeated that the problems of administration do
nof arise until the program has reached its third stage. Plans
must first be prepared for the retirement of lands which are sub-
marginal or not primarily suitable for cultivation, in order to cor-
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rect serious maladjustments in land use. After the lands have
been acquired, steps must be taken to protect them from the
abuses previously practiced and to prepare them for their most
beneficial use under the land conservation program. As has been
stated, some of the land, once it has been retired from cultivation,
may be peculiarly adapted for recreational use. Other lands may
be suitable for grazing purposes, under proper restrictions to pre-
vent overgrazing and the abuses which usually follow. Still other
lands may best be utilized for timber conservation or wildlife con-
servation. Effective and eficient administration of a program of
this nature makes it imperative that the SBecretary of Agriculture
utilize those bureaus within the Department which are particu-
larly qualified, both because of experience and existence of a re-
gional organization, to administer various parts of the program.
The program is planned, however, not for the purpose of trans-
ferring lands to a particular agency, but for the purpose of cor-
recting serious abuses in land use. The selection of an adminis-
tering agency does not require serious consideration until those
abuses have been at least partially corrected.

The authority to incorporate within an existing national forest
land acquired in connection with the land utilization program is
an entirely separate and distinct problem. Unless lands trans-
ferred to the Forest Service for administration are so incorporated,
they will be administered under the statutes, rules, and regula-
tions which are applicable to the land utilization program. After
the land utilization program has been transferred by the Presi-
dent for administration under the provisions of title III of the
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, it will, as a practical matter,
be unimportant whether lands administered by the Forest Service
are incorporated within a national forest, because the provisions
of title III will permit the administration of such lands to be
m:mted effectively with the administration of the national

At the present time lands acquired in connection with the land-
utilization program can, with the exceptions stated below, be
incorporated within a national forest by proclamation of the Presi-
dent. This authority is contained in sectlon 24 of the act of
March 3, 1891 (26 Stat. 1095), which provides that—

“The President of the United States may, from time to time, set
apart and reserve, in any State or Territory having public land
bearing forests, in any part of the public lands wholly or in part
covered with timber or undergrowth, whether of commercial value
or not, as public reservation, and the President shall, by public
proclamation, declare the establishment of such reservations and
the limits thereof.”

This power of the President has been qualified, however, by a
subsequent act of Congress, providing that in the States of Oregon,
Washington, Idaho, Montana, Colorado, Wyoming, California, Ari-
zona, and New Mexico he may neither create new forest reserves
nor extend the boundaries of existing national forests. This power
is specifically reserved to Congress (16 U. 8. C. 471, 471 (a)).
Lands acquired in connection with the land-utilization program
and subsequently transferred to the Forest Service for adminis-
tration cannot, therefore, be incorporated within national forests
in these nine States except by act of Congress.

Mr. OMAHONEY. Mr. President, it becomes clear from
the language of the amendment and from the statement of
the Solicitor of the Department of Agriculture that these
lands are not by this amendment added to the national
forests, and that it will be the intention of the Department of
Agriculture to submit to the appropriate committees of Con-
gress the disposition of these public lands.

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, that is my understanding. I
merely desire to add that there is a very clear and very
definite fire hazard. It is true that there are approximately
half a million acres of this land in my State, but it extends
over into Idaho; and I think the junior Senator from Idaho
[Mr. Pore] will advise our colleagues that there is a very
definite fire hazard there. In other words, it is just like
leaving a great mass of combustible material lying around
among buildings which have protection but which would be
threatened by the existence of the material.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I desire to call attention to
what seem to me to be two or three errors as to the facts,
one of which I regret, that is, the Senator has commented
upon this land which has been repurchased as all being avail-
able for forest growth. Unfortunately, a great deal of it is
not fit for forest growth. A great deal of it is merely very
poor grazing land.

Mr. BONE. I think the Senator is correct in that regard.
It was to get people off that land that it was bought.

Mr. ADAMS. When forest land is cleared, it is better
agricultural land. As to the fire hazard, the Senator will
find on page 47 of the bill that two and a half million dollars
is made available for forest fire fighting, and on page 44 a
hundred thousand dollars is made available for fighting
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forest fires. In other words, the fighting of forest fires does
not depend upon the item under discussion.

Mr. BONE.. I understand. However, that refers to na-
tional forests, and, as the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
O’'ManonNey] pointed out, the land we are discussing is not
incorporated or integrated into a national forest. This re-
lates to tracts of land which stand out by themselves, which
really have no identity. I understand they are not national
forests. I doubt if under the law the authorities could use
this money for fighting fires.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the Senator from Colo-
rado yield?

Mr. ADAMS. I yield. .

Mr. RUSSELL. Since the Senator from Wyoming has
agreed to the amendment, I have no objection to it. I do
desire to point out, however, that the hazard is not as great
as the Senator from Washington seems to apprehend, be-
cause the bill carries an appropriation of $2,000,000 to be
used by the Resettlement Administration in administering
the lands under their jurisdiction, and, of course, if these
funds are not available the Resettlement Administration is
not going to allow the forests to burn up.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator does not mean the Reset-
tlement Administration.

Mr. RUSSELL. Two million dollars are carried in the bill
for the Farm Security Administration to administer lands
which were acquired by the Resettlement Administration.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. These particular lands were trans-
ferred by Executive order from the Farm Security Adminis-
tration to the Forest Service for administration.

Mr. RUSSELL. I understood the Senator from Wyoming
to say that these lands could not be transferred.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. No; I did not say that. The observa-
tion of the Senator from Georgia illustrates admirably the
distinction without a difference which has been raised in
the memorandum of the Solicitor which I have just inserted
in the Recorp. The law provides that the boundaries of a
national forest shall not be increased in several States with-
out specific act of Congress. The Solicitor tells us we are
not enlarging the forests; these lands are not to be placed
in the forests: they are to be placed under the jurisdiction
of the Forest Service for administration, which, as I have
said, is a distinction without a difference.

Mr. RUSSELL. If there is any substantial difference be-
tween these several million acres of land being administered
by the Forest Service and their administering those to which
they hold title, I am unable to see it. There might be some
legal fiction that they do not have the actual title to the
land, but certainly there is no difference in the method of
administration.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That is exactly the fact; it is wholly
a legal fiction, so that although the law now prescribes defi-
nitely that the national forests shall not be increased without
specific act of Congress, the national forest in the State of
Washington to all intents and purposes was increased by
Executive order, and by this amendment.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, if I may be permitted to say
a word further, there is one other item I desire to mention.
I understood the Senator from Washington to have the idea
that the reduction in the appropriation which appears on
page 44 was made because of the committee amendment. As
I read the situation, $11,504,000 are left for all of these pur-
poses. In other words, over eleven and a half million dollars
are available not only for the maintenance and improvement
and administration, but also for the protection of the na-
tional forests, and I should think protection of the national
forests would include eliminating fire hazards.

In addition, I believe that the particular lands which are
referred to as those having been transferred would not be
denied money for their administration by reason of this re-
duction. If, as a matter of fact, those lands are within the
jurisdiction of the Forest Service, they would be covered by
the eleven and a half million dollar appropriation still left
in the bill.

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ADAMS. I yield.

Mr. BONE. I wish to say to the Senator that it is my
understanding that this matter was canvassed in the House
of Representatives and this item was inserted in the bill be=
cause of the contemplation that we have had here of the
problem. There was a feeling that, unless this specific pro-
vision were in the bill, the very peculiar character of these
lands, their present peculiar status, being like Mahomet’s
coffin, floating in space, not belonging particularly to any
group or any department, but being administered by the
Forest Service, left them in a very peculiar position in the
parliamentary picture which confronts us,

That is why this item was inserted deliberately in the
House. I would be happy and content if the Senator’s view
should be adopted. Even then I do not know whether or
not there would be sufficient money for the purpose. But
my brethren in the House tell me that unless this provision
is inserted in the bill these lands will simply be orphan
children to be kicked out in the cold. Sixty-five thousand
dollars is the amount of reduction provided by the committee
amendment.

Mzr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ADAMS. I yield.

Mr. POPE. I do not understand the reason for the Sena-
tor’s statement that the $11,000,000 which are now in the
bill would be used for these lands that are transferred from
the Resettlement Administration to the Forest Service, when
the language making such provision is stricken out at the
top of page 44 in the third, fourth, and fifth lines. It was
the intention of the House to include those lands, but the
committee has stricken that provision out of the measure.
It seems to me the only interpretation that can be made of
the language is that made by the Senator from Washington,
who says that those lands are out; that they have no protec-
tion; that although administered by the Forest Service they
are not protected.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, it depends upon the classifi-
cation that is made of the lands. Of course, I had assumed
that when lands were turned over for administration by the
Forest Service they became part of the national forests.
This paragraph deals with national-forest protection and
national-forest management. That is the whole purpose of
the paragraph. If we are to have national forests which
are something entirely separate and apart from lands which
aretbb:ring administered by the Forest Service, that is another
matter.

Mr. POPE. That is just the point. On page 43, line 20,
will be found this language:

All expenses necessary for the use, maintenance, improvement,
protection, and general administration of the national forests.

Mr. BONE. These are not national forests.

Mr. POPE. They are not national forests; they are merely
administered as national forests. Therefore the additional
language is necessary if the purpose is to protect those addi-
tional lands. T think it was a mistake to strike out that
language.

Mr. ADAMS. May I ask the Senator from Idaho, if they
are not a part of the national forests, are they subject then
to the ordinary land laws as to locating, homesteading, and
mineral entries?

Mr, POPE. I do not know as to that. I shall have to
look that up. But a transfer of these lands to the Forest
Service for administration or for care would not make them
a part of the national forests, and if the appropriation is
made to the Forest Service, for the purpose of protecting the
forests, without additional language, I feel quite sure that
the lands under discussion would not be included.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ADAMS. I yield.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I think the Senator from Idaho has

correctly stated the situation, but the Senator from Colorado
is also correct when he says that to all intents and purposes
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these lands, since they are to be administered by the Forest
Service, are a part of the national forests.

The item begins on page 42, and provides, as the Senate
committee reported it, an appropriation of $11,504,754 for
national-forest protection and management. That refers to
lands which are actually within the national forests.

Mr. POPE. That is correct.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. In order to enable the Forest Service
to grant the same sort of protection and management to the
lands, which were acquired by purchase under the emergency
act, the House provided the language which is to be found on
page 44, and increased the appropriation by about $60,000.

Mr. ADAMS. The enlargement of the forest areas by
that means is, in effect, an evasion of the statute for the
protection of States such as Colorado and Wyoming.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That is correct. But the statement
from the Solicitor General, which I incorporated in the
ReEecorp, indicates a recognition of this difference upon the
part of the Department of Agriculture, and the testimony
which was presented to the committee also indicates a pur-
pose upon the part of the Forest Service and of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to submit the whole question to a deter-
mination by Congress in the near future. I assume that it
will be done at the next session of Congress.

It may be worth pointing out at this time that the sub-
marginal purchase program has resulted in the acquisition
by the Federal Government of large areas of land which are
now in effect public lands. That program presents a prob-
lem of administration. In the State of Wyoming, for ex-
ample, as a result of the submarginal purchase program, we
have, under the Farm Security Administration, a new graz-
ing service which is added to the grazing service under the
Office of Indian Affairs, the grazing service under the Forest
Service, and the grazing service under the Department of
the Interior by virtue of the Taylor Act. I am sure that
the present discussion of this amendment will result in the
submission to Congress at the next session of the consider-
ation of the question as to how all these lands so acquired
shall be handled. So with that understanding expressed by
the officials of the Department of the Interior, I have per-
sonally no objection to the amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Washington,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the committee amendment on page 44.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at this point as part of
this discussion the statement of L. F. Kneipp, Assistant Chief,
Acquisition Division, appearing in the hearings before the
subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations of the
Senate on the agricultural appropriation bill for 1939, be-
ginning on page 233 and ending on page 239.

There being no objection, the matter referred to was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

STATEMENT OF L. F. ENEIPP, ASSISTANT CHIEF, ACQUISITION DIVISION

Senator Havpew. You do not try to take land that you do not
want for Forest Bervice purposes?

Mr. Knerpr. No.

Senator HaypeN. How are these areas treated?

Mr. Enerrp. It may be interesting to recall that in nine of the
Western States, by act of Congress, additions to the national for-
ests are prohibited——

Benator O'MAaHONEY. Without the comsent of Congress.

Mr. EneErrp. Except by action of Congress.

There have been some purchases made in such Western States
by the Resettlement Administration, and in those cases the trans-
fers are merely administrative transfers to cover responsibility for
administration by the Secretary of Agriculture, with the under-
standing, of course, that they shall become effective additions to
the national forests only if Congress ratifies them.

Senator O'ManoneY. That, of course, is one of the things that
I have in mind. I want to know to what extent lands purchased
for submarginal purposes in these Western States, in which addi-
tions to the national forest cannot be made except by act of
Congress, have been transferred to the Forest Service for admin-
istration; what portion of the areas that have been purchased.

Mr. Enerpp. In about six cases, Senator; one case Is in the north-
eastern section of Washington; another is within and adjacent to

the Suislaw Reserve in Oregon; another one is in Colorado, within
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or near the Pike Natlonal Forest. One is adjacent to the Carson
National Forest, in extreme northern New Mexico, There are two
pending in Utah and one in southern Idaho that have not yet
been approved. .

Benator O'MAHONEY. You mentioned New Mexico. You recall
Senator Hatch introduced a bill which I think is still pending
before the Public Lands Committee, which would prevent the
Federal Government or any agency thereof purchasing land in any
State without the consent of the State legislature.

Mr. Kxerrr. That is true.

Senator O'MaHONEY. I want it clearly understood that there is
no hostility implied in my questions toward Forest Service admin-
istration of these lands. I think it quite likely the Forest Service
can administer them to the very best advantage, but I think it
well to develop all the facts.

Mr. EnErer. In that connection, Senator, at the present time
no lands can be purchased under the Weeks law, the act of March
1, 1811, until the State, by legislative action, has given its consent.

Senator O'MaxoNEY. But now to all intents and purposes, I take
it, the effect of the transfer of these resettlement purchases at
this time of this area, which has been transferred to the Forest
Service, 1s actually an addition to the national forests in those
States for administration purposes.

Mr. EKnerpp. That would be true. I was going to say, Senator,
that in order to facilitate Federal acquisition of forest lands under
the Weeks law the States of California, Oregon, Washington, Mon-
tana, and Idaho have each passed such acts of consent to Federal
acquisition of forest lands. New Mexico has passed a similar act,
limited, however, to & maximum area of 500,000 acres, as I recall.
All of the purchases made by resettlement and now transferred to
the Forest Service lawfully could have been made under the Weeks
law, since the States involved previously had granted their consent.

Senator O'MaHONEY. Now, Mr. Chairman, I suggest that the
Forest Service take the opportunity to prepare for presentation
later on, either by memorandum or otherwise, a full statement
with regard to these lands. (See p. 238.)

g Set::s.tor RusseLL. I am sure that Mr. Silcox or Mr. Kneipp can
o that.

Senator Smrre. I would like to know for my own information
what real practical difference there is in the administration of
lands acquired by the Forest Service and the lands transferred
to it for administration purposes from the Resettlement Adminis-
tration.

Senator O'MaHoNEY. There is not really any difference, I suppose.

Mr. Enerep, May I just add a word there?

Benator O'MaHoNEY. Yes.

Mr. ENEIPP. As to the difference: In the States in which the
power of the President, under the act of March 3, 1891, to create
national forests has not been abridged, the President can give
Federal lands a national-forest status by Executive order, which
provides that the lands transferred for this purpose shall there-
after be subject to the laws and regulations governing the national
forest.

But in the nine States in which the President's power is
abridged that cannot be done. So that in those nine Western
States the transfer is made simply by administrative order of the
Becretary of Agriculture to economically protect and manage the
lands. In these cases the transferred lands are not administered
under the laws, rules, and regulations applicable to the national
forest, but under the laws applicable to the Resettlement Adminis-
tration—or now Farm Becurity Administration—products.

Senator HaypEn. Would it not be the wise thing to do in these
Btates that have given their consent to submit the matter to
Congr;.-ss for its consent in making the transfer to the national
forest

Mr. EnErer. That is what is being planned; that is, in these re-
stricted States, each area will be brought to the attention of Con-
gress with a recommendation that Congress make them parts of
the national forests.

Senator O'MaHoNEY. These transfers have been made by Execu-
tive order?

Mr. ENEIPP. Yes.

Benator O'ManoNEY, S0 whatever authority the Secretary of Agri-
culture had to transfer the lands to the Forest Service was authority
derived from Executive order.

Mr. ENEIPP. Yes.

Benator O'MAHONEY. The Resettlement Administration was
created by Executive order under the National Industrial Recovery
Act, which was an emergency act for the purpose of recovery, so that
we now have what amounts to permanent transfers to the National
Forest Bervice, of areas which were purchased by the Federal Gov-
ernment for the purpose of retiring submarginal lands from agricul-
tural uses.

Mr. Enerep. That is true. The areas purchased first began with
the old submarginal land work of the Department of the Interlor
under the act of March 31, 1933. The Resettlement Administration
came into existence on the. passage of the act of April 8, 1935.

Both of those acts authorized the President to buy lands,_and to
subsequently lease, grant, sell, or assign them by transfers, and the
transters have been made under that authority.

Senator O'MasoNEY. Would you be good enough in this state-
ment which you are to prepare to insert the legal authority for the
acquisition of the lands that are being transferred? (See page 253.)

Mr. ENerrP. Yes. As I recall, the President transferred to the
Becretary of Agriculture the responsibility and authority with
respect to the administration of the Resettlement Administration.
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Benator O'Manoney. Yes.

Mr. KnErpP. And that carried with 1t presumably the delegation
of power in that respect, Then in the exercise of that power the
Becretary of Agriculture decides that the most effective or eco-
nomical way to handle certain areas, rather than to continue to
operate them separately, would be to place the administration under
the Forest Service.

Senator O'MAmoNEY. And those transfers have not been sub-
mitted to any committee of the Congress for opinion or considera-
tion.

Mr. Knerrp. Not so far as I am aware. But there has been com-
plete recognition of the statutory provision that in the nine re-
siricted States they could not be effectively transferred until and
;.;niess the Congress had ratified or authorized the transfer by legis-

tion.

Senator O'MaAaHONEY. And has any request, to your knowledge,
ever been made to the Congress for ratification of the transfers?

Mr. Knerep. Not as yet, Senator, because decisions as to alloca-
tions of the remaining resettlement products have been reached
only within the past 60 days or so. However, there is in the De-
partment of Agriculture a-laison board composed of the heads of
the various bureaus dealing with this.

Senator O’MaxoNEY. The House has made an increase in the
appropriation available for this purpose.

Mr. ENETPP. Yes.

Senator O'MamoNEY. So the administration of the lands, which
have been transferred to the Forest Service has been transferred
without authority of law.

Mr. Exerep. 1 think there has been an assumption there was
ample legal authority.

Benator O'MamoNEY. Or there would be.

Mr. Knerpp. Or there would be. The idea was that since need
existed to administer the 96 products—I think it was 96 products—
where purchases had been concluded—a definite pattern for their
administration had to be worked out, after which there would be
presented to Congress a program of legislation by whieh that
pattern would be given permanency.

Senator HaypEN. There is an appropriation of money in this bill
to buy more lands?

Mr. Knerep. Yes. There is an item under the head of “Acquisi-
tion of lands for national forests,” in the amount of $2,000,000, as
passed by the House.

Senator HAYDEN. Is there not also an item in the bill to buy
some of this submarginal land?

Mr. Knerep. I think that is the section you referred to.

Benator Haypen. There is somewhere a provision, somewhere, au-
thorizing the Forest Service to purchase lands in the future.

Mr. Enerep. There is the item for carrying out the provisions of
the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act under which the lands pur-
chased may be transferred for administrative purposes to the
administrative agency by which they can be most economically
administered. :

Senator O'MAHONEY. Mr. Chairman, I do not want anyone to
think I am opposed to lands being transferred to the Forest Service.
I want to say for the record that I have pending, before the Public
Lands Committee, a bill extending the boundaries of the national
forest in my State. Of course, I am in favor it of under certain
circumstances, but I do feel that it is a matter for Congress to
decide, and not a matter for the Bureau to decide.

Senator RusseLL. Of course the authority to purchase these sub-
marginal lands was given at the time.

Senator O'MamonNEY. The authority was granted to purchase the
submarginal lands, but so far as I know, I am aware of no authority
granting the administration of these lands to the Forest Service.
But I think the statement which Mr. Silcox or Mr. Eneipp will
furnish will cover that.

Mr. EnErprr. I do not know of any language in the bill here this
year covering the administraton of lands acquired by resettlement
through their transfer to other agenciles.

Senafor O'MasHoNEY. I am sure that the Department of Agricul-
ture will want to submit a recommendation to the Congress with
respect to the handling of whatever lands are purchased by the
Resettlement Administration or under the authority of the Bank-
head-Jones Act, and how certain lands are to be distributed among
the various Government agencles.

Mr. EnErep. Yes. If the Forest Service could proceed independ-
ently of the action in relation to other projects it might already
have brought the subject to the attention of Congress. But the
&Iuestmn of what should be done has to be considered in relation to

of the lands to be transferred to other administrative agencies.

FARM SECURITY ADMINISTRATION PROJECTS TRANSFERRED OR CONSIDERED
FOR TEANSFER TO THE FOREST SERVICE

The projects were for the most part initiated under the policies
of the F. E. R. A and its successors prior to the transfer of
responsibility to the Department of Agriculture.

1. Transferred by Presidential proclamation.

(a) Ausable (LA-MI-2) project: 1,978 acres transferred to Hurgn
National Forest on January 17, 1938; balance to Michigan State
Department of Conservation.

(b) Drummond (LA-WI-2) project: 4,320 acres transferred to
Chequamegon Natlonal Forest on January 17, 1938; balance to
Wisconsin Conservation Commission.

(c) Lakewood (LA-WI-3) project: 6.670 acres transferred to
Chequamegon National Foresi on January 17, 1938; balance to
Wisconsin Conservation Commission.
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(d) Crandon (LA-WI-4) project: 8,828 acres transferred to Che-
quamegon National Forest on January 17, 1938; balance to Wis-
consin Conservation Commission.

(e) Piedmont (LA-GA-3) project: 4735 acres transferred to
Chattahoochee National Forest on December 7, 1837 (Southern For-
est Experiment Station); balance to Bureau of Biological Survey,
Georgia Experimental Station, under tentative consideration.

2. Transferred by administrative order of the Secretary.

(a) Meremac (LA-MO-3) project: 2,842 acres transferred to Clark
Purchase Unit on November 16, 1937.

(b) Northwest Washington (LA-WA-2) project: 515,080 acres
gross, 241,282 acres acquired or being acquired, 33,898 State, 41,320
Northern Pacific Rallroad to be added to Kaniksu National Forest
(by specific legislation), transferred for administration by Forest
Service April 28, 1938; 40,000 -+ acres to Bureau of Biological
Burvey for wildlife refuge.

(c) Western Oregon (LA-OR-3) project: 74,762 acres acquired
or being acquired, transferred for administration by Siuslaw Na-
tional Forest January 6, 1838; public domain (23,560 acres) and
Oregon and California lands (47,160 acres) not transferred.

(d) Fountaln Creek (LA-CO-2) project: 11,613 acres transferred
to Pike National Forest November 16, 1937; 80 acres public domain
not transferred.

(e) Taos (LA-NM-2) project: 54,964 acres (26,344 acres pur-
chased reliquishments) transferred November 10, 1837, to Forest
Service, also 35,807 acres of public domain transferred to Agri-
culture, 6,600 acres of public domain not transferred, 13,386 acres
of State lands.

(f) Gabaldon grant (LA-NM-12) project: 8,000 acres transferred
for administration by Carson National Forest November 16, 1937.

3. Approved by land use coordinator; now pending transfer by
proclamation:

(a) West Alabama (LA-AL-9) project: 122,860 acres gross, 87,218
acres acquired or being acquired; transfer to Talladega National
Forest signed by Secretary April 25, 1938.

(b) Wakulla (LA-FIL-~2) project: 348,000 acres gross, approxi-
mately 260,000 acres acquired or being acquired; "also 22,000 acres
to Bureau of Biological for wildlife refuge.

(c) Magazine Mountain (LA-AK-1) project: 131,200 acres, 85,254
acres acquired or being acquired and 2,840 acres of public domain
to Ouachita National Forest.

(d) Dixon Springs (LA-IL-3) project: 16,000 acres gross, 8976
acres acquired or being acquired; to be Included in proclamation
giving Shawnee national-forest status,

(e) Crab Orchard (LA-IL-11) project: 36,280 acres gross, 19,246
acres acquired or being acquired; to be added to Shawnee National
Forest when development is substantially completed.

(f) Pine Ridge (site No. 1) (LA-NB-1) project: 116,000 acres
gross, 30,000 acres acquired or being acquired; timbered portion to
Forest Service.

{g) Widtsoe (LA-UT-2) project: 65,280 acres gross, 26,203 acres
acquired or being acquired, and 19,440 acres of public domain;
pending decision from Interior determining boundary division be-
tween Forest Service and Grazing Division of Interior.

(h) Central Utah (LA-UT-3) project: 39,755 acres acquired or
being acquired and 7,520 acres of public domain; pending decision
from Interior determining boundary division between Forest
Service and Grazing Division of Interior; 3,000 acres to Utah State
College for cooperative grazing experiment with Intermountain
Forest Experiment Station.

4. Approved by Land Use Coordinator; now pending transfer by
administrative order:

(a) Eastern Shore (LA-MD-3) project: 7,950 acres gross, 991
acres acquired or being acquired; administration by Allegheny
Forest Experiment Station; balance to Maryland State Department
of Forestry.

(b) Pennsylvania Lands (LA-PA-4) project: 5399 acres gross,
2,388 acres acquired or being acquired; administration by Alle-
gheny Forest Experiment Station; balance to Pennsylvania De-
partment of Forests and Waters.

(e¢) Surrender Grounds (LA-VA-2) project: 3,000 acres to Ap-
palachian Forest Experiment Station; 960 to National Park Service,
balance to Virginia Conservation Commission.

(d) Southern Idaho (LA-ID-1) project: 234420 acres gross,
130,697 acres acquired or being acquired, 70,400 acres of public
domain, 6,960 acres State, and 8,860 acres county; pending divi-
sion between Forest Service and Grazing Division of Interior.

(e} Weld County (LA-CO-3) project: 13,120 acres gross, B.440
acres acquired or being acquired; for administration by research;
balance to Bureau of Agricultural Economics.

5. Under consideration:

(a) Bostomn Mountain (LA-AK-6) project: 87,000 acres gross,
32,388 acres acquired or being acquired.

(b) Musselshell (LA-MT-3) project: Indeterminate part. :

(¢) Sheyenne River (LA-ND-6) project: 122580 acres gross,
62,701 acres acquired or being a . Partially coincides with
Sheyenne Purchase Unit established March 7, 1935.

(d) Mills (LA-NM-5) project: Approximately 5,000 acres desired
for range research experiments.

(e) Tewa Basin (LI-NM-12) project: Gabaldon grant, 8,000
acres to Forest Service by administrative order November 16, 1937;
Lobato grant (S. 14), 11,619 acres; Polvadera grant, 35761 acres;
Ramon Vigil grant, 30,209 acres; Sebastian Martin grant, 456,376
acres; Majada and Caja del Rio, 77,926 acres; Ojo del San Jose,
4,338 acres; awaiting division of Indian and non-Indlan use.
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Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, is that the point at which
the testimony describes the lands involved?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The testimony includes the descrip-
tion of the land.

Mr. HATCH. In the hearings cited by the Senator from
Wyoming it was pointed out also that there is a certain tract
of land of the kind in question in the State of New Mexico,
as well as in other States, which have been mentioned during
this debate. I am particularly interested in the statement
made by the Senator from Wyoming that Congress shall prob-
ably at the next session be called upon definitely to deter-
mine the status and condition of all these lands which have
been acquired by the Federal Government. Mr. President, I
have serious doubts as to the validity of the acquisition of
many of these lands by the Government, even under the
authority conferred by the Emergency Act, and it is very
difficult to determine what is the real status or condition of
these lands. I am very happy to know that the Department
recognizes that condition, and I understand the Senator
from Wyoming to say that the Congress itself is going to
be called upon, probably at the next session, to pass affirma-
tive legislation with respect to all the various tracts of land
which have been acquired by various governmental agencies.
Am I correct in that understanding?

Mr. OMAHONEY. I think the Senator’s statement is a
little more broad than that which I made. I understood
from the hearings held by the committee that the Forest
Service was perfectly ready and willing to submit to Con-
gress the question of the addition to the national forest of
the areas which by Executive order have now been placed
under the administration of the Forest Service.

Mr. HATCH. The letter to which the Senator referred
relates only to the lands which have been annexed to the
Forest Service?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. It recites the authority by which the
Department feels that these lands have been acquired.

Mr. HATCH. I am in favor of that proposition and want
to see it enlarged to take in other lands that have been
acquired by other agencies and departments.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I offer an amendment,
which I send to the desk and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
stated.

The CuierF CLERE. On page 36, line 13, before the period,
it is proposed to insert a comma and the following:
of which not to exceed $20,000 shall be available for investiga-
tion of methods of precooling in the handling, transportation, and
marketing of fruits and vegetables in the Rio Grande Valley of
Texas.

Mr, CONNALLY. Mr, President, I hope the Senator from
Georgia does not object to this amendment. The Federal
Government has a service in Florida and one in California
with respect to precooling and marketing of citrus fruits.
My amendment provides that some of those funds shall also
be used in the same work with reference to the Rio Grande
Valley of Texas. It does not increase the appropriation a
cent.

Mr. RUSSELL. I want to point out to the Senator from
Texas that the bill provides for an experiment station in
Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY. That is another item.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is over and above the Budget
estimate.

Mr. CONNALLY. That is another item altogether. My
amendment does not add a cent to the measure. It simply
says that the Secretary shall use some of these funds in
carrying on this work in our area as well as in California
and in Florida. The other activity is a wholly different
matter.

Mr. RUSSELL. We have had no hearings on this matter,
but I have no objection to taking the amendment to
conference.

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, I desire to say that I join
my colleague [Mr. ConnarLy] in his request.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the
amendment is agreed to.

If there be no further amendments to be proposed, the
question is upon the engrossment of the amendments and
the third reading of the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the
bill to be read a third time.

The bill was read the third time and passed.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the clerks be authorized to correct the totals and re-
number the sections of the bill.

1-‘:l'l‘ehe‘;lPR.EE!]ZDING- OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr.
Calloway, one of its reading clerks, announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the committee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10066) to
amend the District of Columbia Revenue Act of 1937, and
for other purposes.

The message also announced that the House had disagreed
to the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10291)
making appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1939, for civil functions administered by the War Depart-
ment, and for other purposes, agreed to the conference
asked by the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and that Mr. SyypeEr of Pennsylvania, Mr.
DockWEILER, Mr, TErRrRY, Mr. STARNES, Mr. CoLLinNs, MTr.
Powers, and Mr. ENceL were appointed managers on the
part of the House at the conference.

THE MERCHANT MARINE

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I do not intend to make
any reply to the suggestion of the Senator from Missouri
until tomorrow. In a moment I shall move that the Senate
take a recess until tomorrow. In the meantime I ask unani-
mous consent that there may be printed in the Recorp at
?uif point the statement I have prepared relating to the

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the state-
ment will be printed in the REcorb.

The statement is as follows:

In June 19368 there was passed a law, the Merchant Marine Act,
suthorizing Government financial aid to American shipping en-
gaged In foreign trade. This act was considered remarkable by
Americans because the aid authorized was direct, not indirect. It
was an open, aboveboard method of assisting shipping.

Every important maritime nation and a number not so important
for decades and even centuries have granted government aid to
merchant shipping. The amount and nature of such asids vary
widely; indeed, more than 100 types of assistance are known. The
outstanding fact is that government aid to shipping is granted by
every maritime nation and now at a rate never before equaled.

To offset such foreign alds, American subsidies are authorized
by the 1936 act and actually pald, but no countervailing payments
have been made to our operators. To that extent, then, the
American companies are operating with assistance which falls short
of “parity"”; and that, if there is to be efficient operation, is essen-
tial, as I see it.

These governmental subsidies to foreign ships are not the chief
bandicap imposed upon American shipping. Of greater import is
the necessity for differentials in construction and operation.

The construction-differential is the familiar term used to repre-
sent the difference in the cost of building a ship in the United
SBtates over and above what a similar ship would cost in a repre-
sentative forelgn shipyard. A foreign shipping company, or an
American shipping company the policy of which is to operate under
a foreign flag, would naturally build abroad rather than in the
United States, where construction costs are approximately double.

Another burden placed on our shipowners is the higher cost of
operating. To operate a ship under the American flag is far more
expensive than under the flag of any of the principal maritime
nations. Wages and subsistence of officers and crews, repairs, and
insurance, are some of the operating items in which there 15 a wide
difference between American and foreign costs.

All payments to American shipping under the 1836 act have been
to offset these operating differentials. No effort has been made to
offset the forelgn subsidies.

For many years the United States granted no direct ald to its
shipping. “American ingenuity can overcome these handicaps,”
was the boastiul cry, but we got no ships.
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The automobile Industry has been cited as one which uses pro-
tected materials and pays high wages and yet is able to compete in a
world market. The comparison is not a valid one. The manu-
facture of automobiles is based on the technique of mass pro-
duction. The building and operating of ships are craft industries,
and the American shipbuilder and ship operator have not been able
to meet the low-wage competition of other nations as have our
mass-production industries.

Under our laws, the American shipowner is forced to produce
according to the American standard of living. He sells in an inter-
national market, which is not only unprotected but one in which
his foreign competitors are subsidized.

It will be seen that the cost of constructing a ship in the United
Btates is far greater than the cost of a similar vessel abroad and
that the cost of operation under our flag is greater than under the
fiags of other nations. If it were based on these facts alone, it
would seem that shipping in world trade is for us an uneconomic
industry and one which we had better not attempt to encourage.

But so far as the United States is concerned, shipping has been
defilned as “an instrument of national policy, maintained at large
cost to serve the needs of commerce and defense.”

Merchant vessels are necessary to the national defense for many
reasons. Combination passenger and cargo vessels are suitable for
conversion into aircraft carriers, or used as auxiliary cruisers. An-
other type can be used as troop transports, hospital ships, or
tenders of various sorts. In the event of any overseas military
operation, we must not overlook the importance of the plain,
ordinary cargo vessel for carrying supplies to our armed forces.

These cargo ships have another function of primary national
importance, one which is too commonly overlooked: The cargo
vessel must keep alive our overseas commerce in time of war and
this is probably just as important as its strictly military use. If we
were attacked by a hostile power, raw materials in enormous
quantities must be brought to the United States from foreign
sources of supply so that our industries might continue to provide
the sinews of war. The needs of our civilian population must
also be served; certain imports are necessary to prevent disruption
of our domestic economy in wartime. We must also carry on our
export trade with the neutral countries so as to be able to pay
for the imports and preserve our position in foreign markets. We
can be sure to accomplish these essential purposes only if we
have our own ships.

Admiral Leahy and Chalrman Kennedy stressed our present
efficiencies in ships suitable for naval or military use. To meet our
needs from a national-defense standpoint, approximately 500 new
ships are urgently required within the next 10 years. The total
cost of such ships would be $1,250,000,000.

Under the American flag at the present time, there are something
over 1,400 seagoing vessels of 2,000 gross tons or more. Approxi-
mately 400 of these are engaged in foreign trade. About 800 are
in trades protected by our coastwise laws. Three hundred of these
800 ships are tankers. There are also about 200 laid-up vessels,
While it might seem that our vessels are numerically sufficient
for national defense requirements, it must be recalled that the
great majority of them are old and slow. Some do not meet
technical requirements with regard to size. Over 1,300 of these
vessels will be 20 years old or more by 1942; that means that they
will be past their economic life.

The possibility of the United States becoming involved in war

Is not the sole justification for Government aid to the merchant
marine, Such ald can be justified on commercial considerations
alone. - Domestic flag vessels provide insurance interrup-
tlon of commerce. For more than half a century prior to the
World War we depended upon foreign-flag vessels to carry the
bulk of our overseas cargoes. Several times during that period we
were deprived of a considerable part of the foreign-flag vessels
which customarily served our trade, and were terribly overcharged
for such transportation as we could get. For instance, authorities
state that America contributed a sum equivalent to the total cost
of the Boer War, in which we were not even a combatant, a sum
due to the increased ocean freights paid to foreign ships during
the period of that war.
_ During the World War, when alien vessels were withdrawn from
international commerce, our foreign trade was seriously dislocated.
Products of our farms and factories lay rotting on wharves and
in sheds. The loss to our farmers and merchants is estimated at
over a billion dollars.

To meet the necessities of that terrible time we expended three
billlons more In the hasty construction of a fleet. Most of these
vessels were unsuitable for reputable commercial operation. Every
ship was obsolete the day it was completed and every one was
regarded as fodder for the submarines.

A commercial advantage of such an American merchant marine
as we have has been the establishment of regular line services. Be-
fore we had any considerable shipping of our own we were handi-
capped in our overseas trade by indirect transshipment service, in-
sufficient sailings, and inferior vessels. The operation of American
lines has made transshipments unnecessary. Foreign lines operat-
ing on our foreign frade routes have been forced by American-flag
competition to establish direct services and to improve services
which formerly were obviously inferior to those enjoyed by rival
European exporters.

As an example, let me quote from the commercial journal
American Trade, in 1905:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

6471

“Our commerce with Brazil and River Plate countries is at the
mercy of a shipping combine. Ostensibly four lines are competing
in serving the route between New York and Pernambuco south-
ward. In reality, however, the management of these services is
centralized in Liverpool, the freights are pooled, and the spoils are
divided pro rata.

“At the head of this syndicate stands Lamport & Holt, of Liver-
pool, a powerful firm owning and managing over a hundred vessels.
The ships engaged in the New York-South American service are
mostly slow and obsolete, steaming 8 to 10 knots an hour, and yet
the rates of freight levied on American cargo are nearly double
those charged by the speedy, modern, elegant ships plying between
Europe and the east coast of South America. Not a case of Kero-
sene or a bag of coffee can escape paying toll to this freight ring.”

The same year President Theodore Roosevelt sald in a message

to Congress:
“We should have ships of our own and seamen of our own to con-
vey our goods to neutral markets. It cannot but be a source of
regret and uneasiness to us that the lines of communication with
our sister republics of South America should be chiefly under
foreign control, It is not a good that American merchants
and manufacturers should have to send their goods and letters to
South America via Europe if they wish security and dispatch.”

The Merchant Marine Act, 1936, superseded that of 1928, It is
well known that the Merchant Marine Act, 1928, mostly repealed
by the new subsidy law, was intended to cover the differences be-
tween the American and foreign costs of bullding and operating
ghips, and to offset the subsidies paid by foreign governments to
their shipping, and thus place the American merchant marine in a
competitive position. Unfortunately, this aid was rendered in the
form of payments for carrying the mail. Although mail subven-
tions constituted a well-recognized means of government aid,
both here and abroad, these payments, except to students of the
problem, appeared excessive in view of the relatively small costs if
the malls had been carried on a poundage basis.

Payments under the 1928 act were sufficiently large to cover
the erential in construction cost of building in American ship-
yards as compared with foreign shipyards. But, unfortunately,
many of the contracts made contalned no provision for new con-
struction and left what must be as a vital matter to
the discretion or whim of the ship operators. The failure was
largely one of administration.

The Merchant Marine Act of 1936 not only recognizes the differ-
entials but provides for financial aid which is measured in terms
of the handicaps as accurately as they can be established. Buch &
subsidy system may be considered as unique in the history of world
shipping methods of assistance. The subsidy systems of foreign
nations are designed to create advantages in favor of their shipping.
The method set out in the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is negative
in character. It merely seeks to equalize the known and obvious
disadvantages which handicap the American merchant marine. It
creates for our shipping no competitive advantage whatever. It
cannot be open to objection as an uneconomic attempt to secure
an unfair share of the world transportation business.

By the passage of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, we have shifted
from our previous policies of indirect subsidy and come out defi-
nitely for direct subsidies to our shipping in foreign trade. The
reasons for direct equalizing subsidies are easily understood and
are not properly subject to criticism by fair-minded persons. This
present policy should be pursued vigorously and given a chance
to bear fruit. The assurance to our shipping and investing public
that we really mean it this time is essential to the preservation of
our merchant marine.

The difficulties of drafting into legislation an entirely new sub-
sidy method, such as our 1936 act, are obvious. To inaugurate a
system so complex and put it into effect was bound to result in
some inconsistencies, omissions, more or less contradictory pro-
visions, and unworkable restrictions. It is not surprising that the
1936 act has been criticized for certain shortcomings. But since
much of it deals with matters for which there was no precedent,
I feel that all of us who worked so hard on it laid a good founda-
tion upon which can be erected a workable and economical system.

The present act directs the administrative agency, the United
States Maritime Commission, to study a great number of shipping
problems and to make its recommendations for legislation to the
Congress. The Maritime Commission consolidated most of these
rather unrelated studies into a complete economic survey of the
American merchant marine. This survey is considered in many
quarters to be the finest and most trustworthy analysis of our
maritime industry ever made. Under the able direction of Chair-
man Joseph P. Eennedy, now United States Ambassador to Great
Britain, the services and advice of the best informed persons in the
various phases of the problem who could be secured, were enlisted.
There was scarcely a part of the problem that did not receive intelli-
gent investigation and common-sense analysis.

The pending bill, 8. 3078, is founded on the recommendations of
Chalrman Eennedy and the Maritime Commission. Some modi-
fications have been made, but no new matter has been added to
the bill by the entire committee which studied it. It has been
written wholly in the light of suggestions which came from the
Maritime Commission and to a great extent uses its language.

The bill is not intended to solve all the problems of shipping, nor
is it presented in the hope that it is a panacea for all the ills of
the industry. It is intended to be a response to the request for
legislation of the agency entrusted with the administration of our
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subsidy law. Tt is based on that agency’s experience in the admin-
istration of our hitherto untried subsidy scheme and it is hoped
that its enactment will overcome some of the difficulties the Mari-
time Commission has encountered in trying to build up an Ameri-
can merchant marine. Some of the Commission’s recommenda-
tions have been omitted from this bill, but when time permits will
receive further study by the Commerce Committee.

There are 45 sectlons in this bill and at least 10 of them are
formulated purely for clarification of language in the existing law.
Nearly all of the remaining sections are intended to improve the
mechanics of administration of the 1936 act and to correct pro-
visions found to be unworkable, I will not attempt a detailed dis-
cussion cf all of these sections. They have been carefully edited
by the committee and I shall be glad to answer any questions.

I should like, however, to devote some time to one or two of
the provisions which caused debate and concern in the committee.
The first of these is the last part of section 10, page 9, line 18, the
so-called build-abroad provision. ;

This proposal has been much misrepresented. Under its terms
private American shipyards will continue to enjoy & monopoly of
all naval construction not performed in the navy yards, of all
replacements for our coastwise and intercoastal seagoing fleets, not
to mention thousands of smaller craft. In addition to all of this
protection to American shipbullders and American labor, subsidized
ships for international trade will also be built in the United States
when the American cost is not more than twice the foreign cost;
we believe our Government can afford to pay as much as 50 percent
of the American cost as a construction-differential subsidy in order
that the job may be done in the United States. The granting of
this subsidy benefits the American shipbuilding industry; the
American shipowner is not benefited. As a unit of transportation
the ship is no more valuable because it is built in the United
Btates. Its earning power is subject to world competition and is
not increased one lota because the ship is constructed here. For
international trade a ship is worth its cost in the international
tonnage market and no more:

The Maritime Commission suggests that if the ship would cost
more than twice as much to build in the United States than abroad,
it should be built abroad, but, of course, without construction
subsidy from the Government.

As the law stands at present, if the ship would cost more than
twice as much in the United States than abroad, the American
merchant marine must do without it altogether. Under such cir-
cumstances public or private funds could not be expected to invest.
Not to have the ships would deprive the United States of vessels
needed for national defense and deprive American labor of the job
of operating them.

If a ship is built abroad under this section of the bill, no con-
struction differential subsidy will be paid from the Treasury. Na-
tional-defense features, which include such items as gun mounts
and powder magazines, may be required by our Government. If
the Government demands them, the Government pays for them.
These are not for the shipowner’s benefit and are often to his dis-
advantage. A ship built under this section will be registered under
our flag and will be eligible for an operating-differential subsidy.

There is nothing to prevent an American company building its
ships abroad if it chooses. But that plan cannot appeal to our
citizens. We want the ship registered under our flag so that we
can requisition it if we need it for the national defense. We want
American seamen employed on the ship, better pald than those on
ships of our competitors. We want to give employment to those
of our sallors who are unemployed—who are “on the beach,” as
the phrase goes—and who will not be employed if the ship is built
abroad and operated under a foreign flag. We want ship repairs
made in the United States rather than in foreign vards.

A ship so bullt is made eligible for an operating-differential
subsidy. The reason for this is clear: Without that operating
subsidy, it would be decidedly to the owner's advantage to register
the ship abroad and operate it under a foreign flag; with the
advantage of an operating subsidy the owner is reimbursed for
the higher operating costs under our flag.

I wish to state frankly that I was opposed to this suggestion
when it was first made by the Maritime Commission. I believe all
the members of the committee were opposed to it. But on study-
ing the situation, on analyzing the bids received by the Maritime
Commission for the C-2 vessels, we have learned some surprising
things. There is such a wide variation in bids that the high bid
on a steam-propelled vessel, for all American yards, was nearly
double the lowest bid. There was a variation of nearly 70 percent
in the Diesel-ship bids. The bids themselves showed many inex-
plicable peculiarities, and represented drastic increases over prices
recently quoted on other construction.

Furthermore, the bids were found to be entirely out of line with
forelgn costs. According to the Maritime Commission, the cost of
cargo vessels in Great Britain is about two and one-third times
the pre-war figure. The bids of the larger American yards on the
C-2 ship are about four times those prevailing in the United States
in 1913.

Mr. Eennedy wrote to the President that there are several
courses open to the Government. He explains why the Commis-
slon does not recommend them:

“The Government could pay the prices asked by the larger yards,
but a merchant marine built at such prices would collapse of its
own weight.
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“It could build in navy yards, but these are now needed for
naval work. Furthermore, they are organized for naval construc-
tion and would find it uneconomieal to work on merchant vessels,

ially the smaller types.

“Rehabilitation of private facilitles and establishment of new
yards involve the danger of overexpansion.”

In view of all of these considerations, the majority of your com-
mittee believe the Maritime Commission suggestion to be the
most practical of all proposed solutions, and voted to report it to
the Senate,

It should be remembered that the protection granted to Ameri=-
can shipyards in bidding on such ships, even though they are for
international trade, will be about four times that granted to other
American products under the administration of the “Buy American
law" of 1933. Our shipyards will continue to enjoy a monopoly
on the construction of ships for domestic trade. It is for the Con-
gress to decide whether the present embargo shall continue, or
whether some slight influence of international competition on the
costs of a relatively small portion of our merchant marine, will be
& healthful and a prudent thing.

Another provision which has caused a great deal of commotion
in some quarters is section 45, the proposed new title X,

This title provides for the creation of a maritime labor board,
to deal with labor relations on board ship and on the water front,
and to evolve and submit to the President and Congress a perma-
nent policy for the stabilization of maritime labor relations. The
board is not to be a permanent establishment, as the title expires
3 years after enactment.

The chaotic condition of maritime labor relations is described in
some detall in the Burvey of the Maritime Commission (Labor, p.
43) and in the hearings on the bill. Scarcely a week goes by with-
out newspaper reports of fresh maritime tie-ups, interunion frie-
tion, or other avoidable difficulties in some port or other. The
business lost to American ships is eagerly welcomed by forelgn com-
petitors and much of that commerce will never be recovered.

During the first 10 months of 1937 maritime strikes and lockouts
involved over 40,000 seamen. There were 451 maritime labor tie-
ups, affecting the traffic of every United States port. Seamen em-
ployed on vessels involved lost nearly 1,000,000 man-days of work.
This figure does not include work lost by longshoremen or by the
many thousands of men and women workers ashore who lost their
wages while laid off because of maritime labor troubles.

Regardless of who is at fault, the troubles have been serious.
Maritime employers have been slow in entering into collective-bar-
gaining agreements with their employees. The employers attribute
this fact to the necessity for clear understanding and meeting of
minds upon numerous details, The employees charge the em-
ployers with dilatory tactics and bad faith.

There are decided differences of opinion as to what action should
be taken to prevent the American merchant marine from encom-
passing its own ruin. The Maritime Commission, backed by a large
section of public opinion, as evidenced by editorials, resclutions,
and communications, believe that the principles of the Railway
Labor Act, which has been so successful In the rallroad and air
transportation industries, should be made applicable to the mari-
time industry, without, however, disturbing the legal jurisdiction
of the National Labor Relations Board.

This proposal was opposed, at least for the present, by the Labor
Department on the ground that the industry is not yet ripe for such
a step. It was objected to by many of the representatives of the
maritime unions, most of whom appeared to be under the erroneous
impression that the Commission's suggestion involved compulsory
arbitration.

The public has a vital interest in the continuous operation of
this great public utility. The very existence of our forelgn com-
merce depends upon the uninterrupted operation of our ships. If
the lack of experience of our maritime unions, or the prevalence
of interunion conflicts imperils this continuous operation, there is
all the more reason for now imposing the friendly and mediatory
intervention of a public commission to assist in the preservation of
peace while any labor difficulties are ironed out.

The reasons urged most strongly against intervention at this time
seem to some of us as the strongest and most convincing argu-
ments for immediately protecting the public interest by the service
of a disinterested mediatory council, It is vital to labor and the
preservation of employment to find a means of preserving the
merchant marine, which can only happen if the ships operate.
Voluntary mediation is not a weapon aimed at labor. Rather, it is
& shield for labor’s protection.

From the beginning of its consideration of the maritime labor
problem, the Committee on Commerce has had the advice and
assistance of the chairman and members of the Committee on
Education and Labor. Hearings were held jointly by the two
committees. The Committee on Education and Labor, after
weeks of study and conferences, worked out the details and
language of the title as it appears in this bill,

I wish to emphasize that the success, and probably even the
existence, of the American merchant marine deg%nds upon a fair
and effective solution of its labor problems. ere is no more
important task in relation to the industry than that of evolving
a permanent policy for its stabilization. A new agency, estab-
lished on a temporary basis, should have a fair chance of secur-
ing the confidence of all parties and of arriving at equitable solu=-
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shipping, including marine suppliers, State, municipal, and

tions of labor differences. It should have the hearty cooperation
of all concerned.

There are two other provisions which I consider of the utmost
importance. They should not be passed over without some discus-
sion.

One is section 11 of the bill.

The Maritime Commission suggests that the down payment to
be required of the applicant be 25 percent of the price at which
the ship is sold to him, rather than 25 percent of the domestic
cost. The construction subsidy which may amount to as much
as 50 percent of the domestic cost is paid to the shiphuilder, so
that American shipyard workers and producers of material may be
employed. It is not reflected in the utility value of the ship
produced, for that ship is to be used in foreign trade in competi-
tion with equally good vessels built at half the American cost.

The present down-payment requirement results in a handicap
to the American shipowner because it is greatly in excess of that
required when ships are built abroad. In view of the difficulties
of ship financing, it is far more in the Government's interest to
require a down payment based on commercial practice, than to
require a higher one, a payment which, even if possible to meet,
would seriously deplete working capital.

Of the present wording of the section, Mr. Eennedy said at the
hearings:

“It is an impracticable thing as well as making it stiffer than
you would in any ordinary business.

“'I'he CHAIRMAN. So you feel that this amendment is important?

“Mr. KENNEDY. I think it is very important, and I do not think
we are goj.ng to get any money to get any ships built unless we
put that in.

The balance of this section requires the shipowner to pay the
Government Iinterest during the period of construction and
corrects a defect in the present law.

Another suggestion of utmost importance is found in section
21 of the bill. This proposed amendment deals with the recap-
ture of shipowner’s profits and would change the present 5-year
period for determination of recapture to a 10-year period. The
history of the shipping industry shows periodical cycles of great
prosperity and deep depression. These cycles are rarely completed
within a 5-year period. Inasmuch as the recapture provislons are
intended only to recover excess profits from companies which are
tontinually profitable, it is felt that gains and losses should be
balanced against each other over a period of at least 10 years.
Otherwise, profits earned in a prosperous period of a business cycle
would be recaptured, leaving insufficlent reserves for the succeeding
depression period. Ten years is a term quite likely to cover the
probable cycle.

The Maritime Commission does not represent to us, nor do I
think anyone in the Committee on Commerce believes, that the
passage of this bill will give sure guaranty of a successful
merchant marine, or prove a panacea for its ills. What the bill
will accomplish is to remove or partly remove some of the most
viclous of the known obstacles to our success in this vital indus-
try. I urge, as does the Committee on Commerce, that the bill
pass.

LONG-AND-SHORT-HAUL CLAUSE OF INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there may be printed in the body of the Recorp
at this point a resolution passed by the Council of the City
of New York in opposition to the so-called Pettengill bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the reso-
lution may be printed in the REecorp.

The resolution is as follows:

Resolution requesting the Senate of the United States not to act
favorably upon House bill 1668, SBenate bill 1356, known as the
Pettengill bill, designed to modify section 4 of the Interstate
Commerce Act, relative to common carriers (railroad)
Whereas the Pettengill bill, H. R, 1668 and S. 1356 is designed

to modify section 4 of the Interstate Commerce Act s0 as to

permit railroadstomareeasﬂychnrgealesserratemramaw
distance than for a shorter distance;

Whereas this legislation passed the House of Representatives
last year; and

Whereas the majority of the members of the Senate Committee
on Interstate Commerce voted favorably on April 27 to report
the Pettengill bill; and

Whereas the port of New York owes its supremacy to the fact
that it has one of the largest natural harbors, through which
flows the shipping of the world, imports and exports, coastwise,
in , and inland waterways commerce; and

Whereas the Pettengill bill if enacted into law will eliminate
some 450 steamers engaged In the coastwise and intercoastal
trades, most of which vast tonnage operates to and from the
port of New York; and

Whereas this legislation will also eliminate and curtail opera-
tions of the New York State canal system, which handled last
year over 5,000,000 tons from the port of New York; and

Whereas the eliminating of our domestic shipping, iIf the Petten-

bill is enacted, will have a calamitous effect upon the port

‘of New York and would seriously cripple and ruin many of the

industries and facilities that are dependent upon the domestic

private docks, terminals and warehouses, , marine under-
writers, banking interests, harbor operations, and so forth; and

Whereas the city of New York has expended hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars in the building of docks and terminals and pro-
viding other facilities to care for its shipping and commerce,
all of which would be adversely affected by the passage of the
Pettengill bill; and

Whereas the Pettengill bill, if enacted, will throw out of em-
ployment a vast army of men and materially increase the roll
of the unemployed in the port of New York; and

Whereas the prosperity and the welfare of the 7,000,000 of
people living in the city of New York are dependent in great
part on shipping and commerce, which will be jeopardized by
the passage of the Pettengill bill: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Council of the City of New York views with
alarm legislation which has for its purpose the killing off of our
domestic shipping; and be it further

Resolved, That the clerk of the council be instructed to forward
a certified copy of these resolutions to the clerk of the Senate
of the United States.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President. a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it.

Mr. McKELLAR. Has the agricultural appropriation bill
passed?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
York yield to the Senator from Arizona?

Mr. COPELAND. I yield.

Mr. ASHURST. Did the able Senator from New York
present some motion about the Pettengill bill?

Mr. COPELAND. I presented a resolution of the Council
of the City of New York, to be printed in the REcorp, in
opposition to the Pettengill bill.

Mr, ASHURST. Does thé resolution refer to the so-called
long-and-short-haul relief provisions of the Interstate Com-
merce Act?

Mr. COPELAND. It does.

Mr. ASHURST. I am much pleased to hear that the
Senator from New York is opposed to the repeal of the long-
and-short-haul provisions. I understand that the Senate
Committee on Interstate Commerce has ordered a favorable
report upon the repeal of the so-called long-and-short-haul
provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act. In order that
there may be no misapprehension, and in order that Sena-
tors may know how to arrange their plans and engagements
for the summer, we wish to announce, without making any
threats, that the snow will be flying before the so-called
Pettengill bill, which proposes to repeal the long-and-short-
haul provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act, is passed.
I thank the Senator.

Mr. COPELAND. The Senator will be still more pleased
to know that for once I shall join him in a long-continued
filibuster, if necessary, because I share his feeling about the

-Pettengill bill; and I shall be with him until the snow flies,

if mecessary.
POSTALIZATION OF PASSENGER TRANSPORTATION

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I present for submission
to the Interstate Commerce Committee a resolution which
relates to the plan fo postalize passenger transportation.
This plan was sponsored for some years by a group headed
by John A. Hastings, of New York, and has received wide
attention and considerable support in financial, agricultural,
and industrial centers throughout the country.

The postalized plan provides for uniformity of passenger-
rail rates beyond suburban areas, regardless of the length of
travel, within each of nine areas to be established by the
Interstate Commerce Commission. It sets up a proposal for
Government cooperation during an experimental period of 3
years. Members of both Houses have expressed interest. It
is the view of the sponsors that the radically decreased and
uniform, distanceless passenger fares will stimulate passenger
rail traffic far beyond any other inducement. The sponsors
also envision that the value of railroad securities held by
insurance companies, banks, and trusts will be adequately
safeguarded.
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There is pending in the House a bill introduced by Mr.
Lemge setting forth the details of this plan. In presenting
this resolution I ask that there be printed with it, in the
body of the Recorp, letters from Interstate Commerce Com-
missioners Eastman and Porter addressed to me, in which
they set forth the wisdom of studying the plan.

Let me say, Mr. President, to be perfectly fair about it, that
the Association of American Railroads opposes the plan. In
order that the opposition may be fairly set forth, I ask that
there be printed also a letter from Mr. A. F. Cleveland, vice
president of the Association of American Railroads. I ask
that the resolution and all the papers be referred to the
Interstate Commerce Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The resolution (S. Res. 276) was referred to the Committee
on Interstate Commerce, as follows:

Whereas the continual decline of revenue traffic and loss of
traffic revenue have brought the railroad industry to an alarming
and critical financial state, have destroyed its credit, brought se-
vere loss to its equity holders and creditors, and threatened the
very existence of the mass transportation facilities provided by
railroads, which are indispensable to the normal growth, develop-
ment, and prosperity of the Nation; and

Whereas the economic reverberations arising out of and flowing
from the aforesaid conditions have affected and are still affecting
the entire economic structure of the Nation, interfering with and
interrupting the free flow of commerce between and among the
States, and seriously impairing the stability and safety of insur-
ance companies, banks, and other fiduciary institutions, which are
the largest creditors of the railroads; and

Whereas it 1s essential to the welfare of the people that the rail-
road industry be immediately relieved by means and methods
which will encourage greater use of the rail facilities and produce
greater operating revenues, at the same time induecing the greater
production and making possible the cheaper distribution of com-
modities by and through private enterprise; and

‘Whereas the stimulation of railroad traffic and the enjoyment of
adequate revenues therefrom by sound economic  processes will
obviate the necessity for curtailing the employment of operating
labor and for reducing its wages, thus avoiding the lamentable
contraction of its purchasing power; and

Whereas there has been introduced into and is now pending
before the House a bill embodying a plan to relieve the existing
national economic emergency by postalizing transportation rates,
to provide for the coordination, equalization, and reduction of
transportation fares and charges, for the purpose of inducing the
increased use and employment of railroad facilities, and for other
purposes in connection therewith; and

Whereas it is vital that the Senate of the Seventy-fifth Con-
gress, third session, be apprised by the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission of the potential administrative practicability and economic
ggggabl‘liltg} ?t];d mdm;sa ctgfmthe pl’:l‘:z :Edbodlled in said H. R.

an po! e effe meet. 50! the pur
set forth in its title: Therefore be it i o

Resolved, That the Interstate Commerce Commission be, and it
is hereby, authorized, empowered, and directed to initiate and to
aroaecuﬁe with all due diligence a complete, thorough, and exhaus-

ve survey, study, analysis, and investigation of the plan to postal-
ize passenger transportation as the same 18 now or may hereafter
be embodied in said H. R. 9896 and in any amendments or supple=
ments thereto, or in any other bill or bills in which the said plan,
or any similar plan, may be incorporated; that the said Interstate
Commerce Commission hold and conduct, after due public notice,
public hearings on the same in the cities of Washington, in the
District of Columbia; Miami, Fla.; New York City, N. Y.; Chicago,
Ill.; Eansas City, Mo.; New Orleans, La.; Dallas, Tex.; San Fran=-
cisco, Calif.; Seattle, Wash.; and in such other cities and towns in
the United States as in the judgment of the said Commission may
be deemed necessary, desirable, or expedient, for the purpose of
procuring and ascertaining the judgment and views of citizens of
the United States on the said bill and to properly equip itself to
advise the Senate of its recommendations thereon; and be it
further

Resolved, That the Interstate Commerce Commission shall report
‘to the Senate with all convenient speed, but not later than the
1st day of February 1939, the results of its survey, study, analysis,
and investigation, together with a record of all hearings and with
such legislative proposals which it recommends.

The letters presented by Mr. CopErLand were referred to
the €Committee on Interstate Commerce and ordered to be
printed in the REecorbp, as follows:

INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION,

Washington, May 6, 1938.
Hon. RoyaL 8. COPELAND,
Committee on Commerce, United States Senate.
My Dear SEnaTOR: I have your letter of May 4, 1938, stating that
you are preparing for immediate introduction a resolution direct-
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ing this Commission to make a thorough, complete, and ex-
haustive study of the plan to postalize passenger transportation
rates on American railroads, sponsored by John A. Hastings, of
New York. You ask me whether I think this plan is sufficiently
meritorious to warrant such a study.

At the time when I occupied the post of Federal Coordinator
of Transportation, I considered the plan proposed by Mr. Hast-
ings and, at the request of Senator WHEELER, wrote him a letter
about it. A copy of that letter is enclosed herewith. Since that
time I understand that Mr. Hastings has made various changes in
his plan, but I have not had opportunity to go carefully into
those changes. You will note from the letter to Senator
WaeeLeEr that I was in considerable doubt in regard to the prac-
ticability of the plan, in its then form, but thought that it
merited a thorough study, at the direction of Congress, by this
Commission. This is still my view. It is certainly a novel plan,
and perhaps revolutionary would be the better word; and it is not
at all easy to determine what would be the results, although
it seems clear that they would be far-reaching in various direc-
tions. I do feel, however, that a thorough investigation of its
practicability and desirability would serve a useful purpose.

Very sincerely yours,
JosErH B, EASTMAN.

INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION,
Washington, May 4, 1938,
Hon. RovaL S. COPELAND,
United States Senate, Washington, D.C.

My DEAR SENATOR COPELAND: I have your favor of the 4th In-
stant, suggesting that you are preparing for introduction a reso-
lution directing the Interstate Commerce Commission to make
an exhaustive study of the plan to postalize passenger trans-
portation rates on American rallroads.

I have given some consideration to the proposal and feel as-
sured that it is worthy of serious study and earnest consideration,
and have no doubt that, should you introduce such a resolution
and it be passed, that the Commission will be glad to do all it
can in the way of an investigation of the matter.

Yours very truly,
CLAUDE R. PORTER,
Commissioner, .

ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN RAILROADS,
TrAFFIC DEPARTMENT,
Washington, D. C., May 6, 1938.
Postalization of passenger transportation.
Hon. JoEN A. HASTINGS,
1067 Fifth Avenue, New York, N. Y.

Dear Mr. HasTiNgs: I have been requested to advise you in be-
half of the passenger traffic managers and assoclation chairmen
who met with you this week in this office, which body was specially
delegated to represent all of the passenger associations and all of
the railroads members thereof, that they greatly appreciate the
very clear and concise way in which you explained to them your
proposals in connection with the rather radical change in the
system of meking passenger fares.

This special committee fully appreciated that you are not ask-
ing them to endorse your plan at this time, but that you only ask
that the passenger men, through the Assoclation of American §la.l.l-
roads, should cooperate with you in securing a resolution from
the present Congress directing the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission to thoroughly investigate your plan and make a recom-
mendation to Congress in connection therewith,

It is their unanimous view that any such action on the
of the railroads or their association may, at least in some qu 4
give the impression that the rallroads were conceding that the
basis for their fares and the pricing of thelir passenger transporta-
tion was within the jurisdiction of the Commission. It is their
opinion that questions involving a proposal such as your plan con-
templates constitutes exclusively a matter to be determined by
management and that if under those circumstances they asked for
a resolution that the Commission should investigate and report
on this plan, it would be tantamount to a practical concession
that they believe such action would be proper and within the juris-
diction of the Commission.

‘We all appreciate the large amount of work that you have done
in connection with this matter and the earnestness of your belief
that what you are suggesting would be of benefit to the rallroads,
and we congratulate you upon the amount of time and effort
that you have expended in developing your thoughts in connec-
tion with this plan. However, it is not believed that it would be
of advantage to the railroads or that it would be desirable and,
therefore, I am compelled, for and on behalf of the committee
which heard you, to state that the railroads cannot see their way
clear consistently to support before the Congress the suggestion
that the subject should be referred to the Interstate Commerce
Commission for study and report.

Very truly yours, A. F. CLEVELAND.

FIVE-YEAR BUILDING PROGRAM FOR UNITED STATES BUREAU OF
FISHERIES

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, when the Senate con-

sidered bills on the calendar on Thursday last, the bill (8,
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2857) to provide for a modified 5-year building program for
the United States Bureau of Fisheries was passed, but a mo-
tion to reconsider was entered by the Senator from Utah
[Mr. Emwgl. It has been found that one or two omissions
occur in the text of the bill. I am about to ask unanimous
consent that several amendments, which are trifling in their
nature, be agreed to by the Senate, and then that the bill
remain subject to the motion to reconsider and to be dealt
with at the proper time. I ask unanimous consent that the
amendments may be considered and acted on at this time,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none.

Mr. COPELAND. I ask unanimous consent for the recon-
sideration of the vote by which the committee amendment
on page 7, line 10, was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?
Chair hears none, and the vote is reconsidered.

Mr. COPELAND. On page 7, line 13, after “$40,000”, I
move to strike out the period and insert a semicolon and
“Lyman, Miss., $35,000.”

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The amendment as amended was agreed to.

Mr. COPELAND. I ask unanimous consent for the recon-
sideration of the vote by which the committee amendment
on page 8, line 23, was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?
Chair hears none, and the vote is reconsidered.

Mr. COPELAND. On page 8, line 24, after the name
“Karluk”, I move to insert “Lake.”

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The amendment, as amended, was agreed to.

Mr. COPELAND. I ask unanimous consent for the re-
consideration of the vote by which the committee amend-
ment on page 13, line 17, was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and the vote is reconsidered.

Mr. COPELAND. On page 13, after line 23 I move to
insert the following:

{e) To enable the Bureau of Fisheries to carry out this program,
there are hereby authorized, In addition to all other amounts
herein authorized, such appropriations as may be necessary from
time to time to provide adequate technical, administrative, and
clerical personnel in the District of Columbia and elsewhere.

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The amendment, as amended, was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there be no further
amendment, the bill will remain subject to the motion to
reconsider.

The

The

THE MERCHANT MARINE

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I move to make the
maritime bill the unfinished business.
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the maritime bill is very
important. I have not had time to go over it.

On page 17 of the bill I find a remarkable provision
which I desire to read:

Sec. 604. If in the case of any particular foreign-trade route the
Commission finds, after consultation with the Secretary of State,
that the subsidy provided for in this title is in any respect inade-

quate to offset the effect of governmental aid pald to forelgn com-
g:tltors. it may grant such additional subsidy as it determines to

necessary for that purpose—
I call especial attention to the words—

It may grant such additional subsidy as it determines to be
necessary for that purpose: Provided, That no such additional
subsidy shall be granted except upon an affirmative vote of four
of the members of the Commission.

If that language is approved, it means, as I understand,
that upon four members of the Commission agreeing to it,
the whole Treasury is behind the subsidy. I do not think
any such legislation should be passed. So, the Senator
having moved to take up the maritime bill, I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

LXXXITT——408

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

6475

Mr, COPELAND. It was not my intention fo take up the
bill this afternoon.

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator has made his motion. If
he asks unanimous consent, I object. If he urges the mo-
tion, then I wish to have a quorum present when the bill
is considered.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, let me say to the Senator
from Tennessee that the bill is already before the Senate.

Mr, McKELLAR. Oh, no. The Senator asked unanimous
consent that the Senate proceed to the consideration of the
bill, but I have objected to that; and now the Senator will
have to move to make it the unfinished business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is not before the
Senate.

Mr. McKELLAR. The bill is not before the Senate, and if
we undertake to vote on it, I desire to have a quorum present
when we do so.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I think the Senator from
Tennessee is under a misapprehension,

It was originally understocd that the agricultural appro-
priation bill should be put over until tomorrow. Then, on
the advice of my leader, I brought up the maritime bill. We
had already covered a number of pages, reading the bill for
committee amendments, when it was found that the agri-
cultural appropriation bill could be finished.

Mr. McKELLAR. I did not know that the maritime bill
had already been taken up. If that has been done, I have
no recourse. However, if we are to proceed with the con-
sideration of the bill this afternoon, we must have a quorumj;
and I suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. COPELAND. Let me say to the Senator once more
that under the advice and at the request of our leader, I was
about to move a recess until 12 o’clock tomorrow.

Mr. McKELLAR. I have no objection to that course, be-
cause T desire time to look over the bill. We certainly should
not proceed with the bill this afternoon.

Mr. COPELAND. I have no such thought.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the Chair state to the
Senator from Tennessee that the amendments have been
agreed to up to page 24.

- Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it.
Mr. CLARK. The maritime bill is not at the present time

the unfinished business is it?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is not.

Mr. CLARK. If is my understanding that the agricultural
appropriation bill was temporarily laid aside, the maritime
bill was taken up, and then the agricultural appropriation
bill was again taken up on a demand for the regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is correct.

Mr. CLARK. The maritime bill was never the unfinished
business. Therefore, a motion now is required to make the
maritime bill the unfinished business.

Mr. McKELLAR. I must suggest the absence of a quorum
and ask the chair to have the roll called.

Mr. COPELAND. I withdraw the motion which I made.

Mr. McKELLAR. Then I withdraw my suggestion of the
absence of a quorum.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ELLENDER in the chair),
as in executive session, laid before the Senate a message
from the President of the United States submitting the nom-
ination of Joseph E. Davies, of the District of Columbia, now
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary to the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United States of America
to Belgium; also Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipo-
tentiary of the United States of America to Luxemburg, vice
Hugh 8. Gibson, which was referred to the Committee of
Foreign Relations.

(For nomination this day received, see the end of Senate

proceedings.)




6476 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

RECESS
Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, if there is no further busi-
ness to be transacted, I move that the Senate take a recess
until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow.
The motion was agreed to; and (at 3 o'clock p. m.) the
Senate took a recess until tomorrow, Tuesday, May 10, 1938,
at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATION

Ezxecutive nomination received May 9 (legislative day of
April 20), 1938

AMEBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENTPOTENTIARY

Joseph E. Davies, of the District of Columbia, now Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary to the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, to be Ambassador Extraordinary
and Plenipotentiary of the United States of America to Bel-
gium; also Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipoten-
tiary of the United States of America to Luxemburg, vice
Hugh S. Gibson.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MoNDAY, MAY 9, 1938

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
Rev. Michael J. Ryan, assistant pastor of St. Rose of
Lima Church, Maywood, Calif., offered the following prayer:

Come, Holy Spirit, to replenish the hearts of Thy faithful
and enkindle in them the fire of Thy divine love. Send
forth Thy spirit and they shall be created and Thou shalt
renew the face of the earth. O God, who by the illumina-
tion of the Holy Ghost didst instruct the hearts of Thy
faithful, grant by the same Holy Spirit that we may have
a right understanding in all things and always rejoice in
His consolation, through Christ our Lord.

Our Father, which are in heaven, hallowed be Thy name.
Thy kingdom come, Thy will be done, in earth as it is in
heaven. Give us this day our daily bread and forgive us our
trespasses as we forgive those who trespass against us; and
lead us not into temptation, but deliver us from evil. Amen.

Seat of Wisdom, pray for us.

The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday, May 7, 1938,
was read and approved.

CIVIL FUNCTIONS OF WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION EILL, 1839

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R.
10291) making appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1939, for civil functions administered by the War
Department, and for other purposes, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, disagree to the Senate amendments, and agree
to the conference asked by the Senate.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The Chair appointed the following conferees: Mr, SNYDER
of Pennsylvania, Mr. DocKWEILER, Mr. TERRY, Mr. STARNES,
Mr. Corrins, Mr. Powers, and Mr. ENGEL,

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, April 19 the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. SHAFER] submitted a resolution calling upon
various Government agencies to submit to Congress immedi-
ately a statement showing any and all supplies and goods of
every character purchased within the last 5 years from pro-
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ducers in any country other than the United States for the
use of the Civilian Conservation Corps.

No fault should be found with the gentleman from Michi-
gan for offering the resolution as a responsible organizatien,
the Chicago Live Stock Exchange, in convention, adopted
resolutions charging this had been done.

A few days following the introduction of this resolution I
placed in the Recorp letters from the various Government
agencies, directly or indirectly, connected with the Civilian
Conservation Corps denying such purchases were made.

By direction of the Committee on Expenditures I called
upon the Chicago Live Stock Exchange for advice concerning
the source of the information that resulted in the adoption of
the resolution by that erganization. This morning I have the
reply and I ask unanimous consent to place the letter in the
Recorp for the information of the Members of the House and
the country.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, may
I ask the gentleman if those letters will contain the amount
of farm produce imported into this country and the amount
of manufactured articles which come into this country in
competition with American labor, American manufacturers,
and American farmers?

Mr. COCHRAN. The gentleman well knows that gquestion
is not involved at all. The question involved is whether or
not the Government of the United States has purchased food
from foreign countries for the Civilian Conservation Corps.
That is the only question at issue.

Mr. RICH. I am not going to object to anything like that,
but I think it would be a good thing if you would let the
people of this country know how much farm products are
being imported into this country.

Mr. COCHRAN. Isuggest to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania that he put that in the Recorp if he desires it to be
published.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

The letters referred to follow:

THE CHICAGO LIVE STOoCK EXCHANGE,
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT,
Chicago, May 7, 1938.
Mr. JounN J. COCHRAN,

Chairman, Committee on Expenditures
in the Executive Departments, Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: In response to your inquiry of May 4 regarding House
Resolution No. 466, am enclosing a copy of a letter forwarded by
the Chicago Live Stock Exchange to Mr. Wheeler McMillen, editor
of the Country Home magazine,

Am also enclosing a copy of his response and our letter seeking
further information.

This correspondence is self-explanatory, and it would seem en-
tirely proper for you to have this matter handled for early conclu-
sion with the Country Home magazine, and we will greatly appre-
clate advice as to the result of your contacts with them,

Yours very truly,
H. R. PArx,

Aprin 21, 1938.
Mr. WHEELER McMILLEN,
Editorial Director, the Couniry Home Magazine,
250 Park Avenue, New York, N. Y.

Dear Bir: The editorial page of the April 19, 1938, Country Home
states that—

“One of our friends was particularly interested lately in a certain
cargo that had just been unloaded at the harbor of New York
City—plles of cases each labeled ‘Packed Especially for C. C. C.
Camps, Ogden, Utah. Inside the cases was beef; the place of origin
was Argentina.”

o Aﬂrr.lt%nn:loaing a copy of a news item in the Chicago Tribune of
p :

It seems as though there is some doubt as to whether there has
been any imported meat purchased by the Government for their
C. C. C. camps or any other agency or activities of the Government.

If you will be so good as to advise details, giving, if. possible, the
name of the person In question, the date, the name of the steamer,
and, if possible, the quantity, and any other information that
would be helpful by telegraph, collect, or, if more convenient, by
alr mail, your kindness will be greatly appreciated.

Yours truly,
H. B. Parx.
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OmaBA, NEBR., April 24, 1937.
Mr. H. R. Parxg,

Traffic Menager, Chicago Live Stock Ezxchange, Chicago, Ill.

DEArR In’?m Parkx: Since tgg publication of the editorial quoted in
yours of April 21 flat denials have been issued from the
ment of Agriculture and from the War Department. In the face of
these denials I have no alternative for the time being than to
stand corrected.

However, I have checked back with my original informant, who
stands pat on his assertions. Other correspondence indicates that
the beef has been seen in C, C. C. camps. Naturally I am investi-
gating the matter from all angles and shall be glad to place in
your hands any information which may come to me.

Frankly, I hope it may be developed that the denials are ac-
curate, for certainly we have been importing ample quantities of
meat without additional quantities coming in for Government use.

Very cordially yours,
WHEELER MCMILLEN.
AprmL 27, 1938.

Mr, WHEELER MCMILLEN,
Editorial Director, the Couniry Home Magazine,
Care Hotel Fontenelle, Omaha, Nebr.

My Dear Mr, McMiuren: This will acknowledge receipt of your
favor of April 24 responding to mine of April 21 regarding Govern-
ment purchases of im meats.

In my letter to you of April 21 I asked you to be so good as to
advise the name of the person giving you the information, also
the date, name of the steamer, and, if possible, the quantity, ete.
The pler number in New York also would be helpful.

We have started a great deal of agitation in W n and
elsewhere, and this action on our part was made in faith,
relying upon the authenticity of the information contained in
your highly valued paper.

In view of this we trust you will furnish us very promptly the
desired information greatly obliging.

Yours very truly,
H. R. ParE.

WARNING ALL FARMERS!—WATCH OUT FOR THE STAND-PAT PROPA~
GANDISTS—DON'T LET THEM FOOL YOU! MAKE THEM STICK TO
THE FACTS
Mr. FLETCHER. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent

to address the House very briefly.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the reguest of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. FLETCHER., Mr. Speaker, at the beginning of this
speech, it is only fair that I should pay a deserved tribute
to the many statesman-minded Republicans who have dem-
onstrated that they have the character and the courage to
put the welfare of the country above political partisanism
and come out wholeheartedly in loyal support of our for-
eign trade agreements program about which propagandists
and partisan enemies of this administration are spreading
s0 much malicious and false propaganda.

OUTSTANDING REPUELICANS SUPPORTING OUR PROGRAM

It is gratifying to know that so many of the outstanding
Republican leaders of the country are today among the
strongest advocates of our foreign trade agreements pro-
gram begun in the spring of 1934 and which is now operating
so successfully to the benefit of our farmers.

Honorable Henry L. Stimson, formerly Republican Secre-
tary of State in the Hoover administration, in addition to
approving the objectives of the Roosevelt administration’s
foreign trade agreements program, endorsed the measure
itself and urged that it be enacted into law.

A distinguished Republican Senator, one of the most
prominent and influential among the Republican leaders
of our time, has made a strong appeal for Republican sup-
port of this administration’s foreign trade agreements pro-
gram.

APPROVED BY REFPUBLICAN CANDIDATE FOR VICE PRESIDENT

You are familiar with the strong arguments in favor of
our foreign trade agreements made by the Honorable Frank
Knox, Republican candidate for Vice President. Mr. Knox
in his eloquent appeal to his fellow Republicans to put com-
mon sense and patriotism above parfisanism in considering
the many advantages of the Roosevelt administration’s for-
eign-trade agreements has won national recognition for his
courageous and statesmanlike leadership in behalf of this
constructive program.
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DO NOT LET THE CRITICS FOOL YOU, MR. FARMER

It is perhaps well to remind ourselves of the state of af-
fairs that gave birth fo this program which now is being so
grossly misrepresented by self-appointed critics and by hope-
lessly reactionary politiclans who find themselves slipping
and out of step with their better-informed party leaders.

Do you remember how the economic depression had set=
tled over the world like a blight in and following 1929 and
do you remember how commodity prices the world over had
slumped?

The buying power of important nations had dwindled
sharply.

Each country was making frantic efiorts to maintain its
home market for its own producers.

HIGH HURDLES BLOCKED COMMERCE
The upshot was that a barricade of tariffs and trade restric~
tions of all kinds was raised throughout the world.
International commerce encountered hurdles which all but
stopped it.
In terms of volume, world trade in 1933 had been reduced to

. about 70 percent of its 1929 level,

In terms of value, however, it amounted to but 35 percent
of its 1929 level. The value of our own foreign trade de-
clined from 9.5 billion dollars in 1929 to 2.3 billion in 1933, a
decline of approximately three-fourths.

TANGLE OF TRADE BARRIERS

In previous great depressions the volume of international
trade had not fallen off in such fashion as this, because when
prices fall ordinarily the volume of trade is stepped up some-
what to take up the slack.

In the 1929-33 crisis, however, the tangle of trade barriers
which had been erected across the channels of commerce actu-
ally had throttled no small part of the physical movement
of commodities.

WORLD WENT TARIFF MAD

Our own Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act of 1930 had been one
of the contributions to this structure of high world tariffs.

It was conceived as a barrier behind which our producers
might enjoy more exclusively the American market, and it
certainly did have the effect of helping to dry up the flow
of foreign imports which, in the last analysis, represents
the chief means of payment by which we ean maintain an
export trade.

The world went tariff mad, and we played our part in the
drama quite efficiently.

A TWO-WAY EUSINESS

When the stagnation and depression, with resulting unem-
ployment bore home its full force in this country, it was
realized that something had to be done about this matter
of trade barriers.

Trade is a two-way business.

In the long run, we cannot sell goods to the world unless
we buy something from the world.

It was realized that the lost foreign markets for certain
of our farm products, notably wheat, cotton, pork products,
tobacco, and fruit, accounted for a part of the very serious
situation existing in respect to those products.

If a step could be taken cutting directly through the arti-
ficial barriers that had commerce stalled, it would conceivably
have a most beneficial effect for producers of certain of these
great staples.

AGREEMENTS WITH MANY COUNTRIES

It was in this general set of circumstances that the trade-
agreements program was conceived and begun.

It was a genuinely heroic attempt to meet an emergency
situation with a forthright, but carefully executed, plan.

I have no hesitation in saying that the accomplishment of
these agreements with many of our important customers has
been an economic and political achievement of the first rank.

It has been carried through down to date without inter-
national friction and with credit to this country in every
instance.
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Up to this time these agreements have been negotiated with
17 countries which account for nearly 40 percent of our total
foreign trade.

It is said now by some of our critics that the trade agree-
ments have been harmful to agriculture.

It is said that they have brought in a lot of imports which
compete with the products of American farmers. Now what
are the facts?

WHAT THE FACTS BHOW

The fact is that the situation since 1933 has included just
enough unusual circumstances that it is easy to make a
superficial criticism of this kind. It is unfair for these critics
to deceive and mislead the farmers.

It is indeed much easier to do that however, than it is
actually to get down to the events themselves and examine
the facts as they exist.

The facts really are very simple and very easily explained,
but they can be twisted and misrepresented by selfish poli-
ticians so as to make a plausible criticism of the trade
program.

It is true that we have had some increase in imports since
1934,

We have heard speeches on this subject in Congress and
seen tables presented showing the imports of agricultural and
other products during recent years.

TWO MAIN CAUSES OF INCREASE

To say that the increase of these imports has been due, or
even largely due, to the trade agreements is to misstate the
facts completely.

It has been due very largely to other causes.

The other causes are primarily two: First, the great
droughts of 1934 and 1936 which made serious shortages
in essential food and feedstuffs, and, second, the general im-
provement in economic conditions and in commeodity prices
and consumption in this country which naturally attracted
more imports irrespective of the tariff situation.

It was these circumstances which brought a larger volume
of certain foreign products into the country.

It was not the trade concessions, nor was it the production-
control program of the A. A. A,

DREOUGHTS CAUSED LOW PRODUCTION

In the 1934 and 1936 seasons, we had two of the worst
droughts ever experienced in the United States.

The result was exceedingly low production of most of our
grains, meats, and dairy products during those 2 years.

Supplies were short during the ensuing marketing seasons.

That fact, of course, raised prices of these things and made
our market unusually attractive to foreigners who had sup-
plies of these products to sell.,

IMPORTS COMPARATIVELY SMALL

The imports in every case amounted to a comparatively
small proportion of the shortage.

What they did do, however, was to prevent famine
conditions.

In some cases, as, for example, fodder, and feedstuffs, such
quantities as came into the country certainly were a boon
to consumers no less than to farmers, for it is items such
as these that kept the foundation herds and reservoirs of
our national meat supply from being completely devastated.

UNFORESEEN CONDITIONS

When you are sizing up the significance of these imports,
you must remember that the farmer did plant ample acreages
to every one of the crops that were so hard hit later by the
drought.

It was this unforeseen and unpreventable weather condi-
tion that brought low yields; it was not a restriction of
acreage by man; it was a restriction of production by nature.

Had there been a complete embargo on foreign shipments
during the subsequent marketing seasons, the farmers of the
United States could not and would not have raised a single
additional crop.
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Moreover, although the imports in 1937 seem to sound like
large figures, when we roll them out in proper style, the fact
is that they formed only a very small percentage of our
domestic production of most of the ecrops in question.

The relation of the so-called high 1937 imports to 19237
production for some of the leading items is as follows:

Commodity with percentage 1937 imports of 1937 production
Corn L o &
Wheat (42 cents and 10 percent ad valorem) ... eoeeeeeen
Barley malt
R}'E I i ———
Hay_

ol
@

AN

Butter «caeea.- .

Livestock and meat products
Egg products?
Dried milk

1 Includes live animals, beef and veal, pork, and lamb and mutton.
21036 figures. Computed on shell-egg basis.

This table is computed from official data on imports and
production.

In view of those small percentages, any impartial observer
will conclude that, even had imports been wholly prohibited,
prices hardly would have been higher than they were and
farmers would have received no additional income.

THE TRUE EXPLANATION

There are some items which we regularly import in large
quantities and which were less seriously affected by the
droughts than were grains and dairy products.

Among these are wool, hides, and skins.

Imports of those things had fallen to a low level in 1932
because the business of the country was at a low ebb and
we were using only small quantities of such raw materials.

As business and demand improved in subsequent years,
the imports of these items rose.

That is the actual and true explanation of such increased
imports between 1932 and 1937.

One who is really interested in the truth back of these in-
creased imports should give proper weight to the fact that
industrial activity in the United States rose from an index
of 64 to 110 during those years.

COMPARE LAST YEAR WITH 1929

Actually it is unfair to use 1932 as a basis for comparison.
Our imports of almost all products, whether or not agricul-
tural, were then at the lowest point in recent years, and that,
as I have said, was due to the low prices and purchasing
power existing at that time.

In many respects it would be more reasonable to compare
last year’s imports with those in 1929.

I have here a table making this comparison.

Upon looking at that table, one notes that in a number
of cases our imports were higher in 1929 than they were
last year (1937).

That is true of such items as cottonseed oilcake and meal,
soybean oilcake and meal, meat products, egg products, and
dried milk.

It is only in the case of those commodities that were most
severely cut by the droughts that there was a large increase
in imports between the two years.

I have mentioned that the A. A. A. program also has been
blamed for this rise in imports.

We have seen tables of import commodities in the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcCORD along with the assertion that the produc-
tion-control program was partly responsible,

ONLY 7 OUT OF 23 AFFECTED

The fact is that in these tables of commodities so cited,
the production-control program did not cover most of them.

Of 23 items which have been cited in this manner in
criticism in the House, only 7 could possibly have been
affected by the A. A. A. program—namely, corn, wheat, hogs,
fresh pork, hams and bacon, cottonseed cake and meal, and
rye.

Even in the case of these commodities (with the exception
of cottonseed cake and meal), production was cut so sharply

L T
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by the droughts that any effect of the adjustment programs
certainly was negligible.
THE CORN CROP

For example, the corn crop of 1936, marketed largely dur-
ing the following year, amounted to only 1,507 million bushels,
or 41 percent less than the 5-year average, 1928-32.

Figures for the exact number of acres removed from pro-
duction during that year under the A. A. A. program are
not available separately for corn.

The number of acres actually planted, however, was about
11 million less during 1936 than for the record post-war year
1932.

Even if it be assumed that, in the absence of an adjustment
program, another record acreage would have been planted,
production for 1936 would have reached only 1,672 million
bushels.

It still would have been 35 percent below the 5-year average
and large imports still would have been necessary.

I may add the final statement respecting these 23 import
items that it is very hard to see how the reciprocal trade
agreements program could have affected them, because the
tariff has not been lowered except on two or three items, in-
cluding cattle, but even in the case of cattle the duty reduc-
tions apply to only a limited number of head.

CROP SHORTAGE TO BLAME

If one wants further evidence that these abnormally large
farm imports of recent years have been due chiefly to the
droughts of 1934 and 1936, he will find it in the fact that
in recent months, as the better crops of 1937 have come to
market, imports have returned to normal proportions.

You can take the entire list of farm products imported, at
which so much criticism has been leveled, and you will find
that, with the exception of some of the meat products, im-
ports have run less this year than last.

As nature has come back to more normal dealings with
us, our purchases made from foreigners have dwindled fo a
more normal level.

It was not trade agreements that put these import figures
up, and it is not trade agreements that is putting them down
this year,

It was drought shortage that put them up, and it is the
plentiful supplies of a better season that are allowing them
to come down.

If one is really interested in our foreign trade in farm
products, one should notice the recent trend of exports as
well as imports.

I do not hear our critics saying anything about exports,
and yet the fact is that in recent months we have been selling
distinctly more farm products to foreigners, at the same time
that we are buying less from them.

GREAT GAIN FOR FARMERS

The indexes of the quantity of agricultural exports from
the United States for the first 8 months of the current
fiscal year are considerably higher for all groups, except
fruits, than they were for the like period of the preceding
year.

The increase is particularly striking in the case of grains.

The Department of Agriculture export index shows the
following percentage increase for the various groups during
8 months of the current fiscal year over the same period
& year ago.

This table shows you how our trade agreements make
money for farmers:

Percentage gain for our farmers

All commodities___ 32
All commodities, except cotton 28
Cotton fiber, including linters. 9
Unmanufactured tobacco--- 13
Fruits 1
Wheat and wheat flour 363
Other grains and grain products. 505
Cured pork 17

Lard 81

Exports of meat produects, as well as grains, have shown a
substantial gain,

Although lard export shows an 8l-percent increase and
cured pork 17 percent, even these percentages are not to be
considered a full measure of the recovery of these items from
the effect of the droughts.

They are merely preliminary increases due chiefly to reduc-
tion of stocks in anticipation of the larger supplies likely as
a result of the large harvest of feed crops in 1937.

EXPORTS GAINING EVERY MONTH

The drought-affected commodities go right on gaining in
export sales each month.

The February index of wheat exports, including flour
(latest month available), was 20 percent higher than in
January and it was more than six times as high as during
February 1937.

The index for other grains and grain products was 20 per-
cent higher than in January and 10 times as high as a year
earlier.

Now if one wants to blame the trade agreements for the
rise in imports, why should he not give credit to the trade-
agreements program now when imports are falling and
exports are rising? This means more money for our farmers.

It would be just as easy for me in this speech to make a
plausible argument about the marvelous effects of this pro-
gram in expanding our export market as it is for critics to
lambast and misrepresent the program for bringing in more
imports, as so many of them are doing. Evidently they think
they can keep on fooling the farmers indefinitely.

WHY NOT SBTICK TO THE TRUTH?

But what we are interested in here is adherence to the
facts.. Farmers want the facts, and they have a right to
demand the facts.

The fact is that the trade-agreements program played no
appreciable part in the rise of imports nor, so far, has it
played any very great part in expanding exports.

The droughts and economic conditions of the markets
have been the major causes on both sides.

Now that we have better supplies of our own of these farm
products, we are not having to buy so much from foreigners
and, on the other hand, we have more to sell them.

Let us keep the record straight on this point.

FROSPERITY AHEAD

As for the future, we have every reason to believe that the
stage is now set for real benefits from the trade-agreements
program.

If the unprecedented droughts of 1934 and 1936 had not
upset the whole picture of agricultural production in this
country we would have seen the machinery functioning be-
fore this.

Now that we are getting back to normal, there is every
reason to expect that the way is paved for a resumption of
commerce with our neighbors along these various lines on a
scale such as we have not seen since the great depression
struck in 1929.

With the agreements already negotiated, it seems that
the barricade of tariffs that has throttled our trade will at
last be reduced and our farmers will be able once more to
find some portion of that foreign market which has meant
so much to them in former years.

DO NOT LET THE PROPAGANDISTS CONFUSE YOU

Do not let the partisan politicians mislead you.

Do not let the knockers and critics prejudice you.

Do not let the apostles of despair and the gloom-shooters
befuddle you.

Make them stick to the facts. Make them tell you the
truth.

If you are a Republican remember that outstanding and
truly great leaders in the Republican Party are among the
most enthusiastic, outspoken, and loyal supporters of the
Roosevelt administration’s trade-agreements program which
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is designed to help bring permanent prosperity to America.
Again, I repeat, “Don’t let the critics fool you—make them
stick to the facts.”

EXTENSION OF REMARKB

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to revise and extend my own remarks in the
Recorp and include therein an address which I delivered at
a banquet held at the Twenty-fifth Biennial Interstate Con-
vention of the Sons of Norway on Saturday, May 7, 1938.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
genfleman from Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include therein
a very short editorial from the Dallas Journal on the same
subject.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
revise and extend my own remarks in the Recorp at this
point with reference to a bill T have today inftroduced
authorizing operating subsidy contracts for a limited num-
ber of vessels engaged in the intercoastal commerce of the
United States—the number of such vessels to be subsidized,
their types, size, and speed, and the amount of the subsidy,
under the provisions of the bill, must be approved by the
President, the Maritime Commission, and the Secretary of
the Navy. My statement also contains a letter from Admiral
R. E. Ingersoll, Chief of the War Plans Division, United
States Navy.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, I have today introduced a bill
authorizing operating subsidy contracts for a limited number
of vessels engaged in the intercoastal commerce of the United
States—the number of such vessels to be subsidized, their
type, size, and speed, and the amount of the subsidy, under the
provisions of this bill, must be approved by the President, the
Maritime Commission, and the Secretary of the Navy.

This is strictly a national naval defense measure based on
the following communication addressed to me by Admiral
R. E. Ingersoll, Chief of the War Plans Division, United
States Navy:

Confirming the testimony which I gave before the House Com-
mittee on February 4 and my further telephone conversation with
you this morning, the number of fast passenger ships we should like
to use on very short notice in the event of an emergency is about
16, such vessels to be employed as hospital ships, transports, etc.,
with little or no conversion.

If such vessels were employed in foreign trade to the Orlent, Aus-
tralia, South America, or in the Atlantic, the Indications are that
only 40 percent of the vessels would be available on short notice at
Pacific coast ports. Therefore, in order to have about 16 vessels
available at Pacific coast ports there should be a minimum of about
40 vessels of this class in our merchant marine. I referred to this
feature when I stated before the committee that it would be prudent
policy to build about 50 vessels of this class.

After careful and mature consideration the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries included a provision similar,
but much broader in scope, section 30 in H. R. 10315, a bill
to amend the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, to further promote
the merchant marine policy therein declared, and for other
purposes. When this bill was under consideration by the
House recently section 30 was stricken from the bill, due
largely, I believe, to an eleventh-hour barrage which was laid
down against it by selfish sectional groups consisting of rail-
road and other interests in the Mississippi Valley., Section 30
of the maritime bill did not require the approval of the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of the Navy, and it did not contain
the other limitations provided for in the bill which I have
just introduced.

It has been stated that this bill, which is limited strictly to
national defense, will meet with opposition from the same
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selfish sectional interests which were responsible for the
elimination of section 30.

Mr. Speaker, Japan has practically captured all of the
passenger and freight traffic between the Pacific coast and
that country. Japan’s ships have been built as naval auxil-
iaries under the plans of Japanese naval authorities. As a
result, she has eliminated practically all of our fast merchant
vessels from the Pacific trade. Misled sectional interests of
the Mississippi Valley who have for years been laboring
under what seems to be an obsession with reference to our
intercoastal trade is gradually succeeding in driving fast
American-flag ships out of the intercoastal trade, leaving in
that trade a class of ships that could not accompany our
naval fleet across Chesapeake or San Francisco Bay, let
alone the Pacific Ocean or any other ocean.

Mr. Speaker, the opposition of the interests referred to,
and with the cooperation of the Maritime Commission, have
forced the withdrawal of the fast 19- or 20-knot Grace Line
ships, consisting of the Sante Paula, Santa Elena, Santa
Rosa, Antigua, Chiriqui, and the Talemanca, and the Panama
Pacific Line 18-knot ships, including the California, Pennsyl-
venie, and Virginia, from the intercoastal trade. The Pan-
ama Pacific ships, the last to leave the intercoastal service,
are today lying at anchor deteriorating in New York harbor.
Those who are responsible for the withdrawal of these vessels
which could be used as excellent. auxiliaries for the Navy
from intercoastal traffic have predicated their fight upon the
assumption that the cargoes carried on these ships would be
added to the business of the railroads. No greater mistake
cculd be made, as this will not add one carload of freight to
railroad traffic. It simply transfers the cargo from the fast
fleet to the slow-moving freight ships of a type and class
which I have already stated would be of absolutely no service
to the Government as auxiliary naval ships. It should be
remembered that the Middle West interests who deny a lim-
ited subsidy to a limited number of fast ships of the type
recommended by Admiral Ingersoll, have succeeded in raid-
ing the United States Treasury for a subsidy of millions of
dollars for barges on the Mississippi and Missouri Rivers.
That the position taken by these Mississippi Valley railroad
interests and those other interests which approved their
position in that section is a narrow sectional view is evi-
denced by the fact that others having a similar but national
interest in our railroads are not in accord with their view-
point on this question. The president of the Southern Pa-
cific Railroad Co., Mr. McDonald, taking a broad, national,
and patriotic view, has publicly waived any objection to such
a subsidy for the class, type, and number of vessels provided
for in my bill.

Mr. Speaker, during the more than 13 years that I have
been a Member of the House of Representatives I have rep-
resented a strictly urban population, entirely confined within
the city limits of San Francisco. During this entire time I
have, as the Recorp will show, consistently supported all
farm legislation, because I have recognized the national sig-
nificance and importance of this legislation. My vote will
compare favorably with that of any Member of Congress rep-
resenting the farm areas of the great Mississippi Valley.
But I also recognize the necéssity for an adequate Navy and
naval auxiliaries to provide national naval defense. As Con-
gressman CurkKin pointed out in connection with section 30
of the maritime bill, when it was under consideration, noth-
ing will be taken from the Treasury by the passage of legis-
lation as provided in this measure. The removal of thesé
vessels from our intercoastal traffic stops the payment of
Panama Canal tolls amounting to $26,000 for each round
trip. I sincerely hope the day will never come when it will
be too late for this misled sectional group to regret their
error in thus denying to the west coast of the United States
the adequate national defense to which it is entitled.

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to in-
clude therein certain excerpts from party platforms and
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statements of ex-Presidents of the United States on the
question of Government reorganization.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Utah?

There was no objection.

Mr. PACE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in the Recorp and include therein a letter
from the Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, together with
certain tables relating to the importation of farm commod-
ities.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that at the conclusion of the legislative pro-
gram for today I may be permitted to address the House
for 10 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there chjection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for one-half minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I call the attention of the Mem-
bers of the House to the Treasury statement of May 4,
showing we are $1,267,512,721.93 in the red. Notwithstand-
ing the fact the President promised in 1934 and 1935 that the
Budget would be balanced. I also want to ask some of you
on that side of the House where are you going to get the
money to balance the Budget? All you think of is spend,
spend, spend. Remember the day of reckoning is coming and
coming fast. You are responsible for this situation—will
you be men enough to meet it in a sound, sensible, busi-
ness way? Oh, I do hope you will get some business into
Government and forget politics. It is too serious to trifle
longer.

[Here the gavel fell.l

DistrIicT OF COLUMBIA BUSINESS

The SPEAKER. This is District day. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Maryland [Mr, PALMISANO].

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA REVENUE ACT

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I call up the conference
report on the bill (H. R. 10066) to amend the District of
Columbia Revenue Act of 1937, and for other purposes, and
ask unanimous consent that the statement may be read in
lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Reserving the right to object, Mr.
Speaker, is this the bill dealing with taxicab liability?

Mr. PALMISANO. No; this is the conference report on
the District of Columbia tax bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Maryland?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H., R, 10066)
to amend the District of Columbia Revenue Act of 1937, and for
other purposes, having met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respective Houses
as follows:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the SBenate numbered 1, 3, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15,
16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34,
85, 37, 38, 389, 40, 41, 42, and 43, and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 2: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 2, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the matter
proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment, insert the
following:
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“(h) The provisions of this section shall become effective at
12:01 ante meridian on the day immediately following the date
of approval of this Act.

“Sec. 6. (a) Title VI of such Act is amended to read as follows:
“ “ITTLE VI—TAX ON PRIVILEGE OF DOING BUSINESS

“‘Sepc. 1. Where used in this title—

#i(a) The term "person" Includes any individual, firm, art-
nership, joint adventure, association, corporation (domestic or
foreign), trust, estate, receiver, or any other group or combination,
acting as a unit; and all bus lines, truck lines, radio communi-
cation lines or networks, telegraph lines, telephone lines, or any
instrumentality of commerce, but shall not ineclude railroads,
railroad express companies, steamship companies, and alr trans-
portation lines,

“‘(b) The term “District” means the District of Columbia.

“f(¢) The term “taxpayer” means any person liable for any tax
hereunder.

“f(d) The term “Commissioners” means the Commissioners of the
District or their duly authorized representative or representatives.

“‘(e) The term “business” shall include the earrying on or exer-
cising for gain or economic benefit, either direct or indirect, any
trade, business, profession, vocation, or commercial activity includ-
ing rental of real estate and rental of real and personal property,
in any commerce whatsoever in the District, in or on privately
owned property and in or on property owned by the United States
Government, or by the District, not including, however, labor or
services rendered by any individual as an employee for wages,
salary, or commission.

““The term “business” shall not include the usual activities of
boards of trade, chambers of commerce, trade associations or unions,
or other associations performing the services usually performed by
trade associations and unions, community chest funds or founda-
tions, corporations, organized and operated exclusively for religious,
charitable, scientific, literary, or educational purposes, or for the
prevention of cruelty to children or animals, or clubs or fraternal
organizations operated exclusively for social, literary, educational,
or fraternal purposes, where no part of the net earnings or income
or receipts from such units, groups, or associations inures to any
private shareholder or individual, and no substantial part of the
activities of which is carried on for propaganda or attempting to
influence legislation: Provided, however, That if any such units,
groups, or assoclations shall engage in activities other than the
activities in which such units, groups, or associations usually e b
such activities shall be included in the term “business”: Pri d
Jurther, That activities conducted for gain or profit by any educa-
tional institution, hospital, or any other institution mentioned in
this subparagraph, are included in the term “business”.

*“ (1) The term * receipts” means the gross receipts received
from any business in the District, including cash, credits, and prop-
erty of any kind or nature, without any deduction therefrom on
account of the cost of the Eoperty sold, the cost of materials, labor,
or services, or other costs, interest or discount paid, or any expense
whatsoever: Provided, That any credits included by a taxpayer in a
prior return of gross receipts which shall not have been collected
during the period since the filing of the return in which the credit
was Included may be deducted from the gross receipts covered by
the subsequent return: Provided, however, That if such credit shall
be collected during a succeeding taxable period, such item shall be
included in the return of gross receipts for such succeeding taxable
period: Provided further, That the term “gross receipts” when used
in connection with or in respect to financial transactions involving
the sale of notes, stocks, bonds, and other securities, or the loan,
collection, or advance of money, or the discounting of notes, bills,
or other evidences of debt, shall be deemed to mean the gross in-
terest, discount or commission, or other gross income earned by
means of or resulting from said financial transactions: Provided
Jurther, That in connection with commission merchants, attorneys
or other agents, the term “gross receipts” shall be deemed to mean
the gross amount of such commissions or gross fees received by
them, and as to stock and bond brokers, the term *“gross receipts”
shall be deemed to mean gross amount of commission or gross fees
received, the gross trading profit on securities bought and sold, and
the gross interest income on marginal accounts from business done
or arising in the District: Provided further, That with respect to
contractors the term “gross receipts” shall mean their total receipts,
less money pald by them to subcontractors for work and labor per-
formed and material furnished by such subcontractors in connec-
tion with such work and labor.

“*(g) The term “fiscal year” means the year beginning on the
1st day of July and ending on the 30th day of June following:

“‘(h) The term *“original license” shall mean the first license
issued to any person for any single place of business and the term
“renewal license” shall mean any subsequent license issued to
the same person for the same place of business.

“‘Sec. 2. (a) No person shall engage in or carry on any business
in the District without having a license required by this title so
to do from the Commissioners, except that no license shall be
required of any person selling newspapers, magazines, and period-
icals, whose sales are not made from a fixed location and which
sales do not exceed the annual sum of $2,000.

“‘(b) All licenses issued under this title shall be in effect for
the duration of the fiscal year in which issued, unless revoked as
herein provided, and shall expire at midnight of the 30th day of
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June of each year. No license may be transferred to any other
person,

**(c) All licenses granted under this title must be conspicu-
ously on the of the licensee and said license shall
be accessible at all times for inspection by the police or other
officers duly authorized to make such inspection. Licensees having
no located place of business shall exhibit their licenses when
requested to do so by any of the officers above named.

“ %) Licenses shall be good only for the location designated
thereon, except in the case of licenses issued hereunder for busi-
nesses which in their nature are carried on at large and not at a
fixed place of business. No license shall be issued for more than
one place of business without a payment of a separate fee for
each, except where a taxpayer is engaged in the business of renting
real estate.

“‘(e) Any person not having an office or place of business in the
mmgc% bu{ who does or transacts business in the District by
or through an employee or agent, shall procure the license pro-
vided by this title. nse shall be carried and exhibited
by sald employee or agent: Provided, however, That where said
person does or transacts business in the District by or through
two or more employees or agents, each such employee or agent
shall carry either the license or a certificate from the Commis-
sioners that the license has been obtained. Such certificates shall
be in such form as the Commissioners shall di and shall
be furnished without charge by the Comissioners upon request.
No employee or agent of a person not having an office or place of
business within the District shall engage in or carry on any busi-
ness in the District for or on behalf of such person unless such
person shall have first obtained a license as provided by this

title. 5

“!(f) The Commissioners may, after hearing, revoke any license
issued hereunder for failure of the licensee to file a return or
corrected return within the time required by this title as originally
enacted or amended or to pay any installment of tax when due
thereunder.

“‘(g) Licenses shall be renewed for the ensuing fiscal year upon
application as provided in section 3 of this title: Provided, That
no license shall be renewed if the taxpayer has failed or refused
to pay any tax or installment thereof or penalties thereon imposed
by this title as originally enacted or as amended: Provided, how-
ever, That the Commissioners in their discretion for cause shown
may, on such terms and conditions as they may determine or pre-
scribe, waive the provisions of this paragraph.

“‘Sgc. 8. (a) Applications for license shall be upon a form pre-
scribed and furnished by the Commissioners, and each application
shall be accompanied by a fee of $10: Provided, That no fee for
the renewal of any license previously issued shall be required of
any person if he shall certily under oath (1) that his gross re-
ceipts during the year immediately preceding his application, if he
was engaged in business during all of such period of time, or (2)
that his gross receipts as computed in section 5 of this title, if he
was engaged in business for less than one year immediately pre-
ceding his application; were not more than $2,000. Application
for an original license may be made at any time. Application for
& renewal license shall be made during the month of May imme-
diately preceding the fiscal year for which it is desired that the
license be renewed: Provided, That where an original license is
issued to any person after the lst day of May of any year, appli-
cation for a renewal of such license for the ensuing fiscal year
may be made at any time prior to the expiration of the fiscal year
in which such original license was issued.

“‘b) In the event of the failure of a licensee to apply for re-
newal of a license or licenses within the time prescribed herein,
such licensee shall be required to pay for the renewal of each
license the sum of 85 in addition to the fees prescribed herein,
and the license fee in no event shall be less than 85 for each such
renewal license.

“‘Sgc. 4. (a) Every person subject to the provisions of this title,
whose annual gross receipts during the preceding calendar year
exceed $2,000, shall, during the month of July of each year, fur-
mish to the assessor, on a form prescribed by the Commissioners,
a statement under oath showing the gross receipts of the tax-
payer during the preceding calendar year, which return shall con-
tain such other information as the Coinmissioners may deem
necessary for the proper administration of this title. The burden
of proof shall be upon the person claiming exemption from the
requirement of flling a return to show that his gross annual
receipts are not in excess of £2,000.

“*‘(b) The Commissioners, for the purpose of ascertaining the
correctness of any return filed hereunder, or for the purpose of
making a return where none has been made, are authorized to ex-
amine any books, papers, records, or memoranda of person
bearing upon the matters required to be included in the return
and may summon any person to appear and produce books,
Trecords, papers, or memoranda bearing upon the matters required
to be included in the return, and to give testimony or answer
Interrogatories under oath respecting the same, and the Commis-
sioners shall have power to administer oaths to such person or
Emns. Buch summons may be served by any member of the

etropolitan Police Department, If any person having been per-
scnally summoned shall neglect or refuse to obey the summons
issued as herein provided, then, and in that event, the Commis-
Bloners may report that fact to the Distriet Court of the United
Btates for the District of Columbia, or one of the justices thereof,
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and said court or any justice thereof hereby is empowered to com-
pel obedience to such summeons to the same extent as witnesses
may be compelled to obey the subpenas of that court.

“‘(e) The Commissioners are authorized and empowered to
extend for cause shown the time for filing a return for a period
not exceeding 30 days.

“‘Sec. 5. (a) For the privilege of engaging in business in the
District during any fiscal year after June 30, 1938, each person so
engaged shall pay to the Collector of Taxes a tax measured upon
gross receipts in excess of $2,000 derived from such business for the
calendar year immediately preceding, as follows:

“*1. That with respect to dealers in goods, wares, and merchan-
dise, where the spread or difference between the cost of goods sold
and the sale price does not exceed 3 per centum of the cost of the
goods sold, one-tenth of 1 per centum of such dealers’ gross receipts;
where such spread or difference exceeds 3 but does not exceed 8
per centum, two-tenths of 1 per centum of such dealers’ gross
receipts; and where such spread or difference exceeds 6 per centum
but does not exceed 9 per centum, three-tenths of 1 per centum
of such dealers’ gross receipts; and where such spread or difference
exceeds 9 per centum, four-tenths of 1 per centum of such dealers’
gross receipts. The cost of such goods, wares, and merchandise
sold shall be determined after considering the inventories both at
the beginning and at the end of the period covered by the return
and purchases made during such period, and such inventories shall
be valued at cost or market, whichever is lower, and shall be in
agreement with the inventories as reflected by the books of such
dealers. The cost of goods, wares, and merchandise ghall be the
actual purchase price, including the prevailing freight rate to the
dealer’s place of business in the District. The burden of
under which classification the taxpayer shall be taxed shall be upon
the taxpayer, and, unless the taxpayer shall by proof satisf:
to the assessor show to the contrary, the spread or difference
between the cost of goods, wares, and merchandise sold by the
taxpayer and the selling price of such goods, wares, and merchandise
shall be presumed to be in excess of 9 per centum of the eost of the
goods, wares, and merchandise sold, and the taxpayer shall be taxed
accordingly. ’

* ‘2. All persons, other than those mentioned in subparagraph (1)
of this paragraph shall pay a tax equal to four-tenths of 1 per
cemgum of the gross receipts derived by such persons from such
business.

“*(b) If a taxpayer shall not have been engaged in business dur-
ing the entire calendar year upon the gross receipts of which the
tax imposed by this title is measured, he shall pay the tax imposed
by this title measured by his gross receipts during the period of
one year from the date when he became so engaged: and if such
taxpayer shall not have been so engaged for an entire year prior
to the beginning of the fiscal year for which the tax is then
the tax imposed shall be measured by his gross receipts during the
period in which he was so engaged multiplied by a fraction, the
numerator of which shall be 365 and the denominator of which
shall be the number of days in which he was so engaged.

““(c) If a person liable for the tax during any year or portion
of a year for which the tax is computed acquires the assets or
franchises of or merges or eonsolidates his business with the busi-
ness of any other person or persons, such person liable for the tax
shall report, as his gross receipts by which the tax is to be meas-~
ured, the gross receipts for such year of such other person or persons
together with his own gross receipts during such year.

“*Sge. 6. National banks and all other incorporated banks and
trust companies, street rallroad, gas, electric lighting, and telephone
companies, companies incorporated or otherwise, who guarantee the
fidelity of any individual or individuals, such as bonding companies,
companies who furnish abstracts of title, savings banks, and build-
ing and loan associations which pay taxes under existing laws of
the District upon gross receipts or gross earnings, and insurance
companies which pay a tax upon premiums shall be exempt from
the provisions of this title.

“‘SBec. 7. (a) The taxes imposed hereby shall be due on the 1st
day of July of the fiscal year for which such taxes are assessed
and may be paid, without penalty, to the collector of taxes of the
District in equal semiannual installments in the months of October
and April following. If either of said installments shall not be
paid within the month when the same is due, said installment shall
thereupon be in arrears and delinquent and there shall be added
and collected to said tax a of 1 per centum per month upon
the amount thereof for the period of such delinquency, and said
gtalhnent with the penalties thereon shall constitute a delinquent

“‘(b) Any tax on tangible personal property levied against, and
paid by, the taxpayer to the District, within the time prescribed by
law for the payment of such tax by the taxpayer, shall be allowed
as a credit against the tax imposed by this title for the taxable year
in which such tax on tangible personal property is paid.

“'Sgc. 8. If a return reguired by this title is not filed, or if a
return when flled is incorrect or insufficient and the maker fails
to file a corrected or sufficient return within twenty days after the
same Is required by notice from the assessor, the assessor shall
determine the amount of tax due from such information as he may
be able to obtain, and, If necessary, may estimate the tax on the
basis of external indices such as number of employees of the person
concerned, rentals paid by him, stock on hand, and other factors.
The assessor shall give notice of such determination to the person
liable for the tax. Such determination shall fix the tax, subject
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however to appeal as provided in sections 3 and 4 of title IX of this
act.

“‘Spc. 9. Any person failing to file a return or corrected return
within the time required by this title shall be subject to a penalty
of 10 per centum of the tax due for the first month of delay plus
5 per centum of such tax for each additional month of delay or
fraction thereof.

“‘Sgc. 10. Any notice authorized or required under the pro-
visions of this title may be given by mailing the same to the person
for whom it is intended by mail addressed to such person at the
address given in the return filed by him pursuant to the provisions
of this title, or if no return has been filed then to his last-known
address. The mailing of such notice shall be presumptive evidence
of the receipt of the same by the person to whom addressed. Any
period of time which must be determined under the provisions of
this title by the giving of notice shall commence to run from the
date of mailing such notice.

“‘Sec. 11. The taxes levied hereunder and penalties may be
assessed by the assessor and collected by the collector of taxes of
the District in the manner provided by law for the assessment and
collection of taxes due the District on personal property in force at
the time of such assessment and collection.

“'Spc. 12. Any person engaging in or carrying on business with-
out having a license so to do, or failing or refusing to file a sworn
report as required herein, or to comply with any rule or regulation
cf the Commissioners for the administration and enforcement of
the provisions of this title shall, upon conviction thereof, be fined
not more than $300 for each and every failure, refusal, or violation,
and each and every day that such fallure, refusal, or violation
continues shall constitute a separate and distinct offense. All
prosecutions under this title shall be brought in the police court of
the District on information by the corporation counsel or his
assistant in the name of the District.

“‘Sec. 13. The Bureau of Internal Revenue of the Treasury De-
partment of the United States Is authorized and required to supply
such information as may be requested by the Commissioners rela-
tive to any person subject to the taxes imposed under this title.

“‘Sec. 14. Except in accordance with proper judicial order or as
otherwise provided by law, it shall be unlawful for the Commis-
sioners or any person having an administrative duty under this
title to divulge or make known in any manner the receipts or any
other information relating to the bus'ness of a taxpayer contained
in any return required under this title. The persons charged with
the custody of such returns shall not be required to produce any
of them or evidence of anything contained in them in any action
or proceeding in any court, except on behalf of the United States
or the District, or on behalf of any party to any action or proceed-
ing under the provisions of this title, when the returns or facts
shown thereby are directly involved in such action or proceeding,
in either of which events the court may require the production
of, and may admit in evidence, so much of such returns or of the
facts shown thereby, as are pertinent to the action or proceeding
and no more. Nothing herein shall be construed to prohibit the
delivery to a taxpayer, or his duly authorized representative, of a
certified copy of any return filed in connection with his tax, nor
to prohibit the publication of statistics so classified as to prevent
the identification of particular returns and the items thereof, or
the inspection by the corporation counsel of the District, or any of
his assistants, of the return of any taxpayer who shall bring action
to set aside or review the tax based thereon, or against whom an
action or proceeding has been instituted for the collection of a
tax or penalty. Returns shall be preserved for three years and
thereafter until the Commissioners order them to be destroyed.
Any violation of the provisions.of this section shall be subject
to the punishment provided by section 12 of this title.

*‘Spc. 15. This title shall not be deemed to repeal or in any way
affect any existing Act or regulation under which taxes are now
levied, or any license or license fees are now required. 3

“'Sgc. 16. Bections 2 and 3 of this title shall be effective upon
the approval of this Act. The remaining sections of this title shall
be effective July 1, 1938, This title shall expire June 30, 1939,

“‘Sgc. 17. Appropriations are hereby authorized for such addi-
tional personnel and expenses as may be necessary to carry out
the provisions of this Act.

“‘Sgc. 18. The proper apportionment and allocation of gross re-
ceipts with respect to sources within and without the District may
be determined by processes or formulas of general apportionment
under rules and regulations prescribed by the Commissioners.’

“(b) The amendment made by this section shall not affect the
taxes imposed and the licenses required by the provisions of title
VI of such Act for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1938.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 4: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 4, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the Benate amendment insert
the following:

“Sec. 6. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated out of
the revenues of the District of Columbia the sum of $10,000, for
the employment of professional and clerical services in connec-
tion with a survey and study of the entire tax structure of the
District of Columbia, including taxes paid by public utilities, to
be made under the direction of the Joint Committee on Internal
Revenue Taxation. Such sum shall be available for necessary ex-
penses, and for personal services without regard to clvil-service

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

6483

requirements, the Classification Act of 1923, as amended, or section
3709 of the Revised Statutes. A report of such survey, with recom-
ixaggcﬂatlonﬂ. shall be made to Congress not later than January 15,

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 6: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 6, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: On page 18
of the Senate engrossed amendments, in line 23, strike out “in
the District for at least five years,” and in lleu thereof insert
“for at least ten years”; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 36: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 36, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment, insert
“it”; and the Senate agree to the same.

Jace NicHOLS,
EvERETT M. DIRKSEN,
Managers on the part of the House.
Winniam H., King,
RoyvaL B. COPELAND,
ARTHUR CAPPER,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10066) to amend the District of
Columbia Revenue Act of 1937, and for other purposes, submit
the following statement in explanation of the effect of the action
agreed upon by the conferees and recommended in the accompany-
ing conference report:

On amendments Nos. 1, 3, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 18, 14, 15, 16,
17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34,
35, 36, 37, 39, 40, 41, and 42: These amendments are of a clerical
or clarifying nature. The House recedes on all these amendments
gth an amendment on No. 36, which makes a further clerical

ange.

On amendment No. 2: The House bill provided that title VI of
the District of Columbia Revenue Act of 1937, imposing a business
privilege tax, be continued in effect for the limited purposes of en-
forcing tax liability and penalties imposed and incurred during the
effective period of that title; and to require the filing of returns
required by that title. The Senate amendment reenacts title VI
of the District of Columbia Revenue Act of 1937 for an indefinite
period of time, with clarifying alterations and additions, and with
graduated rates of taxation with to dealers in merchandise,
in lieu of a flat rate as provided in title VI of the Revenue Act of
1937. In addition, the Senate amendment reduced the exemption
of gross receipts from $2,000 to $1,000. The conference report
adopts the provisions of the Senate amendment with the following
changes: The conference report includes a clerical provision for
the effective date of section 5 of the act. The exemption of gross
receipts from the measurement of tax is increased from $1,000 to
$2,000. Sections 2 and 3 of title VI are made effective upon the
approval of the act. Title VI shall expire June 30, 1939. To
clarify subsection (b), section 4, the Commissioners are authorized
to examine the books, papers, etc., of any person bearing upon any
matter required to be included in any return.

On amendment No. 4: The Senate amendment provides that title
VII of the Distriet of Columbia Revenue Act of 1937 be amended
by providing for an appropriation of £10,000 for the employment of
professional and clerical services in connection with a survey and
study of the tax structure of the District of Columbia to be made
under the direction of the Commissioners of the District of Co-
Iumbia. The conference report adopts the provisions of the Senate
amendment with a change providing that the survey and study
of the tax structure of the District be made under the direction
of the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation.

On amendment No. 6: The House bill provided for the establish-
ment of a Board of Tax Appeals for the District of Columbia, con-
nlsmt.ctmlg of rthlree ?:em'ze:'s. r,wg of whom shall be attorneys in active

ce of law for at least next their a; int-
l;mnt.. one of whom shall beyeachrzirman p;'ieoetg:ng Board, aggoom
member a certified public accountant. The House bill further pro-
vided that the salary of the chairman should be $8,000 per annum,
and of the other members $7,000 per annum. The Senate amend-
ment reduces the membership of the Board to one person, with
a salary of $7,600 per annum, with the requirement that such per-
son be an attorney in active practice of law in the District of
Columbia for at least 5 years next preceding his appointment.
The conference report adopts the Senate amendment with the fol-
lowing change, namely: That the member of the Board shall be
in active practice of law for at least 10 years next preceding his
appointment.

On amendment No. 38: The House bill (which established &
board of tax appeals of three persons) provided that upon dis-
qualification of one of the members the Commissioners may ap-
point a person in the stead of such disqualified member. The
Senate amendment (which establishes a board of one person)
eliminates the disqualification provision. The conference report
adopts the Senate amendment.

On amendment No, 43: The House bill imposed a tax of 50 cents
a barrel on all beer sold by a holder of a manufacturer’s or
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wholesaler's license. The Senate amendment exempts from such
taxation beer which is purchased from a licensee under the act.
The conference report adopts the Senate amendment.
Jack NicHoOLS,
EvErerr M., DIRESEN,
Managers on the part of the House.

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, although I personally did
not sign this conference report, I have called it up because
that is the regular routine. I am opposed to the conference
report. In view of this situation, I yield 30 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Dirgsen], who is in favor of
the conference report.

Mr. DIRKESEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. NicHOLS].

Mr., NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, this is the Revenue Act of
1938 for the District of Columbia. Most of you are familiar
with what has taken place during the long hearings on this
bill and the long deliberation and debate over what form of
tax should be passed to form the basis for this year's revenue
bill. The Committee on the District of Columbia reported
to the House an income-tax bill, which was defeated by the
House. That left in the bill a provision for an increase of
25 cents in the tax on real property in the District of Co-
lumbia, which brings the rate to $1.75. Besides that, the
bill contained a provision for the creation of a Board of Tax
Appeals, together with some amendments to the 1937 act,
with respect to motor vehicles. There were also a few other
minor features.

The real meat of the bill now comes back from the Senate
to this body for consideration in the form of a so-called
business privilege tax. I may say that probably the best way
to explain this tax is to say that if is identically the same
bill both branches of the Congress passed last year, with but
few exceptions. Last year the business privilege tax for the
Distriet of Celumbia imposed a tax upon the gross receipts of
business done in the District of Columbia of two-fifths of 1
percent. The subcommittee of the District of Columbia this
year spent weeks and weeks in writing another business-
privilege tax. We found there had been some injustices done
under the old business privilege tax by reason of the single
two-fifths of 1 percent rate. We attempted to cure as
many of these injustices as possible by dropping the rate
from two-fifths of 1 percent to one-tenth of 1 percent as a
minimum on those businesses which earned less than 3 per-
cent over the taxable year, the percentage to be based on
the selling price of an article less its cost and the freight
to Washington. Then we graduated the rate upward. If
the earning is 3 percent, then the business pays a tax at
the rate of one-tenth of 1 percent. If the earning is 6 per-
cent, the rate is two-tenths of 1 percent. If it is 9 percent,
the rate is three-tenths of 1 percent. On all earnings above
9 percent the rate is four-tenths of 1 percent, which is back
to the maximum, or two-fifths of 1 percent, the full rate
we had last year. We have now reduced the rate to one-
tenth of 1 percent as the minimum, with two-fifths of 1
percent as the maximum.

I believe there will probably be objection made to this form
of tax for the District of Columbia. I believe every one in
the House will agree I made rather a determined fight to
pass an income-tax bill for the District of Columbia this
year. Therefore, it is readily understood I am not ready to
say this is the ideal form of tax for the District of Columbia.
However, the situation is simply that we have not been able
to pass an income-tax law and I do not believe we will be
able to do so. It has been suggested by some of the business
organizations of the District of Columbia that there should
probably be passed a sales tax in the District. The Com-
mittees on the District of Columbia in both branches of the
Congress have not thought it wise to propose for passage
a sales tax. It is my judgment that such a tax could not
pass either branch of the Congress anyway.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NICHOLS. Just let me finish my statement, and then
I will yield.
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Therefore, we are now back to the point where unless we
go back to the business-privilege tax we had last year there
is only one source left from which to raise the revenue that
must be obtained, and that is a tax on real estate.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 2 additional
minutes.

And this will be forcing the citizenship of this ecity to pay
all of their taxes based upon real estate, and of course it is
my opinion that the tax base should be broadened, and the
broader the better.

My personal opinion is that the District of Columbia, in
its scope, is very closely related to a State. We already have
an estate and inheritance tax, and I think we should have,
in connection with that, an income tax and probably a small
sales tax, plus the real-estate tax. Then you have broadened
the base of taxation and spread the burden of taxation so
thinly that no one is hurt. However, this is the best we can
do at the moment under the circumstances, and unless this
bill is passed we will place all of the burden of financing the
city government upon the man or woman who has been
thrifty enough to acquire a home; and I do not believe the
House of Representatives wants to do this.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NICHOLS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Do I understand that if
a manufacturer sends goods to Washington he is obliged to
pay this tax?

Mr. NICHOLS. If a manufacturer sells goods in Wash-
ington——

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I mean if he sells to a
retailer who resells them.

Mr. NICHOLS. Yes; he is. .

This is not contained in the law and, of course, comes under
regulations, but the regulations as laid down by the corpora-
tion counsel’s office last year provided this peculiar quirk.
If a salesman comes to the District of Columbia and solicits
business from the retailer, the retailer, under their interpre-
tation of the law, will have to pay the tax. If he does not
come here and solicit business, and it is mailed in, he does
not pay the tax—a very peculiar regulation.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 2 additional
minutes.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for
a question?

Mr, NICHOLS. I yield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. SABATH. The gentleman stated that if this report
was not agreed to there would be only a real-estate tax im-
posed in the District. Is there not a personal-property tax
here?

Mr. NICHOLS. Oh, yes.

Mr. SABATH. So the real estate would not carry the
entire burden.

Mr. NICHOLS. I will say to my friend from Illinois that
at the moment the forms of taxation here are-real and per-
sonal property tax, inheritance and estate taxes, and pro-
vided in this bill is a 50-cent-per-barrel tax on beer, and, of
course, there is already in existence a 2-cent gasoline tax.
This forms at the moment your basis of taxation, with the
exception of the 50-cent-per-barrel beer tax.

Mr. SABATH. Who is opposed to an income tax for the
District of Columbia?

Mr. NICHOLS. I could not tell my friend, but I may say
to him that they are in goodly numbers in the House of Rep-
resentatives. I think we received some 67 votes in the House
of Representatives for the income-tax bill just the other day.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr NICHOLS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. RICH. The gentleman spoke about assessing a one-
tenth of 1 percent tax on merchants whose income is 3 per-
cent or less. ¥

Mr. NICHOLS. Whose earnings are 3 percent or less.
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Mr. RICH. And you gradually raise that to two-fifths of
1 percent when the earnings are more than 9 percent. Is not
that going to require a complicated manner of figuring out
this tax, and will not the District require a lot of data and
extra bookkeeping in order to get these figures?

Mr, NICHOLS. It will not be complicated, I will say to
my friend, because we fix a yardstick in this bill; and if the
gentleman will look at the bill, he can understand it easier
than to have me explain it. I believe the ygardstick is well
understood, and there will not be any complications.

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, NICHOLS. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. SHORT. Really, this is a concession made to the busi-
nessmen of the city and of the District of Columbia in reducing
the tax from two-fifths of 1 percent down to one-tenth.

Mr. NICHOLS. That is right.

Mr. SHORT. This is a concession to that extent.

Mr. NICHOLS. The reason we have to do that is because
the produce merchants, for instance, who do a great volume
of business, do so on a very small margin, and we had to do
something to take care of them, as well as the tobacco men
and others.

Mr. SHORT. But I understand the real-estate tax is the
same this year as least year, $1.75 per $100?

Mr. NICHOLS. Exactly the same; yes.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 2 additional
minutes. ;

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. NICHOLS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. GREENWOOD. What is the rate on real estate fixed
in the bill?

Mr. NICHOLS. The rate is fixed for 1 more year at $1.75.

Mr, GREENWOOD. And this business-privilege tax covers
all lines of business like hotels, apartment houses, and
everything else where there is a gross income from business?

Mr. NICHOLS. Every line of business is covered. There
are some exemptions in the bill. For instance, we exempt in
this bill financial institutions, and the reason we do that is
because they are already paying in the District of Columbia
from 4 to 6 percent gross on their business,

Mr. GREENWOOD. If a man sells a piece of real estate,
is that considered as an income upon which to figure a tax?

Mr, NICHOLS. 1t is.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Any individual or businessman?

Mr. NICHOLS. It is.

Mr. TARVER. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NICHOLS. I yield to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. TARVER. Do I understand the gentleman to say
that if a traveling man comes to the District of Columbia
representing a nonresident firm or corporation and takes an
order from a local retailer, that the concern outside of the
District must pay this gross-receipts tax?

Mr. NICHOLS. Yes.

Mr. TARVER. It is clearly a violation of the Constitution.

Mr. NICHOLS. Would my friend like a further answer?

Mr. TARVER. Yes.

Mr. NICHOLS. I may say to my friend from Georgia that
this is the interpretation placed on this provision by the
corporation counsel’s office. Some of us are very anwious
to see that the regulation is changed.

Mr. TARVER. It is clearly a violation of the Constitution.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. DIRESEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I note that there is con-
siderable interest in this conference report. I feel that not
a sufficient number of Members are present. I make the
point of order, Mr. Speaker, that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Maryland makes
the point of order that a quorum is not present. Evidently
a quorum is not present.

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr, Speaker, I move a call of the
House.

A call of the House was ordered.
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The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed
to answer to their names:

[Roll No. 70]
Ashbrook Culkin Jenckes, Ind. Bchulte
Barden Deen Jenkins, Ohlo
Barry Delaney Johnson, Okla.  Shanley.
Blermann Dempsey EKennedy, Md. Birovich
Binderup Dickstein Keogh Bmith, Maine
Boland Disney Elrwan Smith, W. Va.
Boykin Ditter Eopplemann Somers, N. Y.
Boylan, N. Y. Dorsey Long Stack
Buckley, N. Y. Douglas McFarlane Starnes
Bulwinkle Faddis McGehee Steagall
Caldwell Fish McGranery Bullivan
Cannon, Wis. Flannagan McMillan Sumners, Tex.
Casey, Mass, Flannery Mansfield Sweeney
Celler Frey, Pa, Mitchell, Tenn. Taylor, Colo.
Champion Gifford Norton Taylor, 8. C.
Clark, Idaho Gildea O’'Connor; Mont. Tobey
Cla 1 Gingery "Leary ‘Wearin
Cole, Md Gray, Pa. O'Toole ‘Wene
Cole, N. Y, Hancock, N. Y Pettengill Whelchel
Colmer g Phillips White, Idaho
Connery Hart Polk Wood
Cooley Hartley Quinn
Crosby Holmes Rockefeller
Crowther Jarman Rogers, Okla

The SPEAKER. On this roll call 333 Members have an-
swered to their names, a quorum.

On motion of Mr. PaLmrsano, further proceedings under
the call were dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, if we can have just a few
moments I think we can dispose of this conference report;
but if there is too much noise and confusion in the Chamber
this thing will run on for the 1 hour allotted under the rules.
I am satisfied, as I say, that with just a little cooperation
on the part of the Members we can dispose of this thing very
satisfactorily.

Mr, Speaker, we bring to you a very perplexing situation.
You are considering a conference report on the District Rev-
enue Act for 1939. This conference report comes to you signed
by three Senators and two House Members, but the chairman
of the House Committee on the District of Columbia is opposed
to this conference report. This is rather an odd situation and
I shall engage you no longer than is necessary to make a
brief explanation of the material contained in the conference
report.

You will remember that when the House District Committee
came before this House along the latter part of February or
early in March we brought you what we thought was a well-
considered, well-adapted tax program for the District of Co-
lumbia. It contained some clarifying provisions of the collec-
tion laws for taxes, set up a board of tax appeals, made some
changes in the gasoline revenue, and finally incorporated an
income tax. The House in its omniscience and in its infinite
wisdom decided it would prefer to put that income tax in the
discard rather than incorporate it into law, with the result
that the bill left the House and went to the Senate minus a
very substantial portion in the form of the income tax.

It was necessary to raise $2,500,000 revenue in order to
balance the budget of the District. That would have been
accomplished by the income tax. When the bill got over to
the Senate that body restored the business-privilege tax that
Las been in effect in the District of Columbia for the last fiscal
year. Do not forget that. The thing that we are reenacting
in this bill, with some modifications, has been on the statute
books of the District for the last fiscal year and is in opera-
tion at the present time, The present business-privilege tax
raises approximately $2,000,000.

The business-privilege tax is the only point of disagreement
between the three Members of the Senate and the two Mem-
bers of the House on the one side and the chairman of the
District Committee on the other; namely, the incorporation
into this conference report and into the bill as enacted by
the Senate the business-privilege tax.

I will be honest and fair with the Members of the House;
I fought for an income tax. I do not approve this kind of
legislation; but we are up against a real condition and not a
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theory, and you have your choice: ¥ou ean either follow the
gentleman from Maryland when he makes his argument, and
strike this out in order to help the Baltimore and Maryland
merchants, or you ecan raise the real-estate tax upon the
property owners in the District of Columbia. It is very easy
to argue that the real-estate rate ought to be higher. It is
very easy to argue that the swanky apartment buildings and
hotels are not paying their portion of the real-estate tax; but
the fact of the matter is that if you hike this real-estate tax
from $1.75 to $2 you will be penalizing the small-home owner
as well as the swanky apartment building.

You are going to penalize the man who is buying a home
on contract as well as the man who owns the most palatial
mansion on Massachusetts Avenue. I am not in favor of
raising the real-estate tax in order to get this revenue, when
we can do it for 1 year at least by means of a business-
privilege tax.

I made a concession in conference by stating very ex-
plicity that I did not like a business-privilege tax but that I
would go along if a limitation for 1 year is put on; so, this
will run only for the fiscal year 1939, and no longer. By way
of an offset provision we wrote into this bill that the Joint
Committee on Internal Revenue and Taxation shall conduct
a study between now and January next year and report the
kind of a tax bill that is best adapted and best suited to the
District of Columbia.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yieid myself 5 additional
minutes.

Mr. Speaker, it seems that despite the efforts of most of
the members of the commitiee with reference to a tax bill,
it has not found grace and favor with this august body. We
shall have until next year to pursue a study on another very
complicated tax bill. We are going to ask the joint com-
mittee that does work on a national scale to undertake this
task, and I hope, if there is more dignity, more substance,
and more ability in that committee, so far as revenue and
taxation are concerned, that next year we shall inscribe upon
the statute books for the District of Columbia a real, durable,
genuine tax bill.

I am appealing to you now in anticipation of the very per-
suasive argument that my good friend from Maryland is
going to make to you in a little while to stand by five out
of the six conferees, that you stand by my friend the gentle-
man from Oklahoma [Mr. NiceoLs] and myself. The gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. Nicmorsl, incidentally, was
chairman of the subcommittee that gave months of study
to this matter. He was in favor of an income tax, as was I,
but we cannot be choosers in the matter. We are squarely
up against the job of providing about $2,500,000 of additional
revenue for the District of Columbia in order to avoid the
necessity of the Commissioners exercising a discretionary
power that they now have under the law of raising this real-
estate tax to $2.

If you want to penalize all the little-home owners, then I
suggest you vote against the adoption of the conference
‘report. If, on the other hand, you are willing to go along
with five out of the six conferees and put this on the books
for another year until we can fabricate a good, worth-while
tax program for the Nation’s Capital, then I suggest that
you follow five-sixths of the committee and vote to approve
the conference report as it is submitted to you today.

That is all I have te say. I am going to yield a few
‘minutes to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. GREENwooD].

Mr. FORD of California. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. FORD of California. In most States the average home
owner pays a good deal more than $2 a hundred tax.

Mr. DIRESEN. The gentleman must remember that the
tax rate is predicated on full valuation and it Hes wholly
in the mind of the assessor usually as to what constitutes
full, fair, cash value, or market price. If you will compare
the actual tax in dollars and cents that is paid by the
average home owner in the District of Columbia with what

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

May 9

is paid in the State of California, you will find that they do
not miss your valuation and your aggregate tax very far.

This committee has had an opportunity to make these
studies. We are not guessing at it because in the hearings
we inserted a number of properties to show the comparative
taxation in the different jurisdictions. Do not be misled by
that argument.

Mr. LAMNECEK. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRESEN. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. LAMNECE. Is it not true that the business people of
the District are in favor of continuing this business-privilege
tax another year?

Mr. DIRKSEN. The businessmen mainly are in favor of
continuing this for another year.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. GREENWOOD].

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, it is always difficult to
adjust taxes as between various groups. We must all admit
there are inequalities in any sort of tax law when we com-
pare one group with another, but I think the conferees in
this report have worked out their differences and have a
conference report that should be approved.

Much has been said this morning about a business-privilege
tax. In Indiana we have a similar tax which we call a
gross-income tax. There is a small tax paid on the volume
of gross sales or income of all classes, even down to those
who obtain salaries. The rate is small but the amount of
taxes raised is quite substantial. I am in favor of that type
of tax rather than to raise the tax on real estate, because a
real-estate tax falls as a burden largely upon the home
owners. Many of the home owners of the District of Colum-
bia, the same as in the various States, own but a small equity
in the particular piece of property. They may have paid
$1,000, $2,000 or so and are paying on the partial-payment
plan, yet the appraisement on that real estate, of course, is
always at the full proportionate wvalue. This makes the
burden of taxation on the home owner extremely high for
the amount of investment or money he has in the property.
But on a gross-income or business-privilege tax, they pay
upon volume. If a man does a hundred thousand dollars’
worth of business a year, he pays on that hundred thou-
sand dollars of business. People do business for profit and
if they have volume and do not make a profit there must be
something wrong with the management. It is just to pay a
tax on volume. A business firm that does $100,000 worth
of business ought to pay more tax than a small firm.

After all, the businessmen in the District of Columbia have
the great advantages of streets, Hghts, fire protection, and
police protection. This is one of the richest spots in the
United States in which to transaet business, because Uncle
Sam is the best paymaster in the United States. There is
more money circulating around here than in any other State
or community in the United Sftates. There is more sure
money here. There are also thousands of tourists and visi-
tors who come in here and help contribute to this gross-
income or business-privilege tax. These visitors and tourists
spend their money here in the Capital.

Mr. Speaker, I say that this is a just tax. The statement
is made that perhaps they do not make a profit.

If they have volume, they make a profit and they pay on
volume. Since when has that been used as a basis for
figuring taxes? Suppose a man has a dwelling and it is
vacant 6 months of the year, do the taxes cease on that
because it is vacant and is yielding the owner nothing?
If a man has a business building and it is vacant, he does
not get any profit from that. Do we waive taxes on that
building? Not at all. He pays just the same. This busi-
ness-privilege tax is not based on the theory that he
receives a profit, but it is based on volume. Any business-
man who has volume ought to receive a profit or there is
something the matter with the management. This tax
ought to be carried like insurance or the cost of hired help
or improvements or anything else, in the overhead expense
of business. The businessman ought to pay something fo
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his Government in the way of a small tax for the privilege
of transacting business, and he should carry it as one of
the overhead expenses of his business hecause of the ad-
vantages he receives from the municipal government.

I know the chairman of the committee, the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. Parmisano]l, will argue that this addi-
tional tax on beer ought not to be placed, but as between
a tax on the sale of beer and a tax on the home owner,
I am in favor of increasing the tax on beer and giving the
advantage to the home owner.

This administration has made a very generous effort to
help the home owners of America to own homesteads in
which to house their families. The administration set up
the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation, which has redeemed
thousands of homes and helped people to pay for their
homes. We want to make America an advantageous place
for men and women to have their homes. The civiliza-
tion and progress of this country and of every nation are
based upon the number of home owners we have. Where
any advantage is to be given to any taxpayer, it ought to
be given to the home owner because of the many other
expenses he has to meet in the maintenance of his home
and because he does not keep a home for profit but because
of social security and for the advancement of our civiliza-
tion and progress. I would even be willing to lower the
tax upon homes or real estate, or give the owners some
some of exemption, and place the burden upon business
by way of a business-privilege tax, or upon beer or some
other commodity. I am one of those who believe the
home owner ought to be given an advantage in the way
of taxation as far as possible, not in the entire elimina-
tion of the tax burden, as he ought to pay his part, but
he should not have an extra burden placed upon him be-
cause he has a little property that is out in sight where
the assessor can see it.

Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island. Without homes there
would be no government.

Mr. GREENWOOD. I thank the gentleman for his con-
tribution. Without homes in America or in any other nation
there would be no civilization, no government, or no progress.

I am for this report, and I am for the increased tax that
has been placed on beer. Some people have to have beer,
or so they say, but I believe we need homes more than we
need the sale of beer, so I believe they can carry that load.
On gasoline a volume tax, a special tax, is paid without an
exemption. If those who sell gasoline can add 2 cents a
gallon to the price, and on oils in accordance, and the Federal
Government can also levy a Federal tax, and they can pay it,
other lines of business can pay a similar tax for the advan-
tages they receive. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr, BigeLow].

Mr. BIGELOW. Mr, Speaker, if we were to put a 4-per-
cent tax on the entire land value of the District of Columbia
we could abolish all other taxes, including all taxes on the
home owners’ houses. However, I want to address myself to
this proposal.

I am against agreeing to this report, first of all, because I
am ggainst the principle announced here by the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. NicHors] as to broadening the base
of taxation. We have the personal-property tax, we have a
real-estate tax, and we have beer taxes, and now you want a
business-privilege tax, and you would like to have a sales tax.
I am asking, however, if you have all these taxes, who is
going to pay them except the people who either own homes
or rent homes. It is proposed to let this thing stand, which
means you are going to put a business-privilege tax upon
people whom all the home owners and home renters have
to pay, and you are going to spend $40,000 in overhead to
collect this tax. On the other hand, if you raise additional
revenue by an increase of a few cents in the real-estate tax
it will not cost you a nickel. I will venture that the people
who own or rent homes would be paying less if you did that
than if you put on this business-privilege tax.

Again, if you raise the real-estate tax by the few cents
necessary, the people of this District will still be paying lower
real-estate taxes than the people of any city of comparable
size in the United States, with the single exception of Balti~
more. I camnot understand the love the Members of this
House have for the landlords of this city in that you should
insist upon keeping a rate of taxation upon them lower than
the rate the owners of real estate in our own homes have
to pay. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ArRNoLD].

Mr. ARNOLD. Mr, Speaker, I am grateful to the chair-
man of the committee for yielding me 2 minutes of his time,
because I am on the opposite side with reference to this
business-privilege tax. As a member of this subcommittee, I
may say we labored long and diligently on the business-
privilege tax, and at the request of the businessmen of the
District we inserted another tax, the income tax, which was
stricken from the bill in this House. The bill went to the
Senate, and there our business-privilege tax was inserted. I
am one who does not believe the business-privilege tax is the
best tax in the world. I favor a sales tax for this District,
the same as I favor a sales tax for the States of the Union,
but they say we cannot pass a sales tax for the District of
Columbia in this Congress. I believe the business-privilege
tax is the next best tax to adopt to supplement the real-
estate tax. The real-estate tax rate in this District seems
low, but I may say to you the valuation in many cases is
more than the price at which the property will sell. As a
result, the amount of dollars in taxes paid by the people of
the District equals or compares favorably with that paid in
other jurisdictions in this Nation. I am opposed to real
estate bearing the burden of all the taxation to run the Dis-
trict of Columbia. I favor the adoption of this business-
privilege tax to supplement the real-estate tax.

Mr. Speaker, I hope the House, in its wisdom, will adopt
the report of five of the six conferees and agree to this busi-
ness-privilege tax for the District of Columbia.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr, TARVER].

Mr, TARVER. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman from Okla-
Lhoma is correct in his interpretation of what this confer-
ence report means, it ought to be unanimously rejectsd.
It contains one provision which I believe, if you clearly under-
stand, you will agree with me is exceedingly iniquitous. In
effect, it provides that whenever a traveling salesman, and I
am stating it now not in the language of the report, but in
common, everyday language, representing a firm or corpora-
tion in your State or mine, comes into the District of Colum-
bia and takes an order for the subsequent delivery of goods
which are thereafter shipped in interstate commerce, that
concern in your State or mine must pay a gross-receipts tax
tc the District of Columbia.

If any such proposal should be made by a State legislature,
endeavoring to levy a gross-receipts tax upon transactions
in interstate commerce occurring in that State, there would
be no question in the mind of any lawyer but that the pro-
posal would be absolutely in violation of the Constitution of
the United States and an undue and illegal burden on inter-
state commerce. In my judgment, the situation is not dis-
tinctly different because Congress is acting for the District
of Columbia, because when it acts for the District its duties
are analogous to those of a State legislature. However, if
the situation were otherwise, and if the provision were con-
stitutional, I submit to you that it is distinetly unfair that
Congress should be willing to levy for the District of Colum-
bia a character of tax on interstate commerce, commerce
with the several States, which the States themselves cannot
levy upon commerce with the District of Columbia or with
each other.

Consider what this means. If a traveling salesman repre-
senting any of the great business houses of the country
comes into this District and takes an order for the delivery
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of goods, it is proposed here to tax that transaction by the
authoerities of the District. In my State, and in my own dis-
trict, we have concerns who ship into the District of Colum-
bia yearly hundreds of thousands of dollars worth of goods—
bedspreads, for example. Some of them send agents up here
to take orders, and that is the sole extent to which they
engage in business in the District of Columbia, and yet under
the propesal contained in this conference report it is in-
tended to levy upon their sales here a gross-receipts tax. I
say it is in violation of the Constitution, and even if that
were not so, it is in violation of every principle of justice and
of fair dealing, and so far as I am concerned I am tired of
the actions of the men who, representing the District of
Columbia here on this committee, are endeavoring to have
the rest of the country pay taxes for the maintenance of the
government of the District of Columbia.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TARVER, I will be glad to yield to the gentleman,
who is one of the genflemen whom I had in mind. The
gentleman agitated a while back for having Members of
Congress pay income taxes to support the government of the
District of Columbia and now he wants the business of the
other States of the Union to contribute to the maintenance
of the government of the Distriet.

Mr. DIRKSEN. We could do without the gratuitous ob-
servations of the gentleman from Georgia, but will the gen-
tleman point out the language of the bill where we are in
contravention of the commerce clause of the Constitution?
I defy the gentleman to do it.

Mr. TARVER. Oh, the gentleman may defy——

Mr. DIRKSEN. Point out the language.

Mr. TARVER. Every lawyer on this floor knows that it is
beyond the power of a State legislature to impose any burden
of this kind upon imports coming into a State, to impose
any burden upon interstate commerce, and I had stated, if
the gentleman had been listening to what I had said, that in
the discharge of its duties as a legislative body for the Dis-
trict of Columbia, Congress is performing duties analogous
to the duties of a State legislature, and it ought to be held,
in my judement, substantially to the same rule either as a
matter of constitutional law or as a matter of justice and of
fair dealing.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The gentleman still has not pointed out
the language in the bill.

Mr, TARVER. That is only the gentleman’s opinion.
The language was pointed out in the beginning of my
remarks.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 15 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, before I proceed on this bill, I would like to
correct some of the statements made by my colleagues the
gentlemen from Illinois, Mr. DIRKSEN and Mr. ArRNoLD. They
said I was the only member of the conference committee
who was opposed to this legislation. The true story is that
both these gentlemen from Illinois and my good friend here
from Oklahoma were members of the committee considering
the tax guestion, and in the committee print they put the
privilege tax and an income tax.

We had 292 pages of testimony before the committee,
It was the universal testimony of all who appeared before
the committee, whether they lived in the District of Columbia
or elsewhere, that they condemned the business-privilege
tax. For that reason the three gentlemen now representing
the subcommittee who are now advocating the adoption of
the business-privilege tax recommended to the whole Com-~
mittee on the District of Columbia that the business-privilege
tax be eliminated and that an income tax be substituted
therefor.

While this matter was under discussion in the committee,
I attended a meeting at the Willard Hotel where 1,500 mer-
chants of the District of Columbia condemned the business-
privilege tax 100 percent. When, however, an income tax
was substituted, these same gentlemen came in and asked
for the business-privilege tax. In other words, that attitude
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was, “Let us hit the little consumer as much as we can by
way of a sales tax; but if you will not give us a sales tax,
let us hit the little consumer as much as we can—not as
much, perhaps, as a sales tax, but as much as we possibly
can—by a business-privilege tax instead of the income tax.”

Mr, FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. PALMISANO. No; I cannot; I am sorry.

You heard the gentleman who preceded me say that this
has been modified somewhat. Modified in behalf of whom?
Modified in behalf of the big fellow at the expense of the
little fellow. Let me call your attention to the testimony
before the committee, I questioned my good friend from
Oklahoma and called attention to the fact that the farmer
and the man handling his produce would have to pay on the
gross receipts of their business regardless of whether there
was a profit or not; whereas the banker, the financier, paid
only on his actual profit. I also called the attention of the
gentleman from Oklahoma to the situation with regard to
contractors. - Remember, now, the farmer and the man who
handled his produce pay on gross receipts; but the con-
tractor over on the other side was given a lot of deductions.
Whereas the farmer must pay on all his produce, the com-
mission man who handles the farmer’s produce and receives
a commission from the farmer pays only on his actual in-
come,

Let me show you the facts with respect to the bankers and
financiers. The way the bill is drawn a banker may do a
$200,000 business and make g net profit of perhaps $10,000,
on which he would pay two-fifths of 1 percent under the bill.
Should he pay two-fifths of 1 percent on the $200,000, it would
amount to $800 on a profit of $10,000. But suppose the
farmer—and what I say now I said last year; I opposed this
same thing a year ago—suppose the farmer brought in $200,-
000 worth of produce. Even though he lost $50,000, he would
still be compelled to pay a tax on the $200,000,

In reference to this exemption for contractors, I call atten-
tion to page 24, line 15 of the bill.

Mr. NICHOLS, Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PALMISANO. I yield.

Mr. NICHOLS. The gentleman is mistaken.

Mr. PALMISANO. Iam calling attention to page and line,
Get the bill and see whether I am mistaken. The bill reads:

With respect to con the term "gross recelpts™ shall mean
thelr total receipts less money paid by them to subcontractors for
work and labor performed and material furnished by such con-
tractors in connection with such work and labor.

What would happen if a contractor came into the Distriet
of Columbia and obtained a $1,000,000 contract? He would
sublet it and all he would have to pay would be on the profit
he made, $100,000 or so.

Mr. THOM. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, PALMISANO. I yield.

Mr. THOM. But will not the subcontractors be subject to
the same tax?

Mr. PALMISANO. Yes; but you exempt the general con-
tractor.

That is true. How about the farmer who brings in goods
to a merchant in the city? He pays on his gross receipts and
the storekeeper who sells the goods pays on the basis of his
gross receipts. Here you except the bankers, the railroads,
and the general contractors, who only pay on the basis of the
actual profit obtained.

Let me show you what my friend from Oklahoma had in
mind when he talked about this. Speaking about the con=
tractor, I call attention to this:

Mr. NicaoLs. But if he is a good contractor he will very likely add
two-fifths of 1 percent to the contract cost, which is part of the
coshir Parmisayo., But sometimes the truth is when the contractor
makes a contract he thinks he is hitting into good sand and dirt
and finally he hits rock.

Mr. NicHoLs. In which event everyone is sorry for the contractor,
but we have pointed out that it is impossible to legislate for indi-
vidual cases. We cannot do that. We have to pass legislation
assuming that businessmen are businessmen. If they lose money,
We are sorry. We slmply cannot help that.
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The Senators who put this privilege tax in eliminated the
contractor. My good friend from Oklahoma, when we were
considering the case, said they ought to be included. The
Senators exempt them, as I have stated. Let me show you
something else to demonstate how they are trying to hit
the little fellows, Last year we had an exemption of $2,000.
Can you imagine a man selling $2,000 worth of goods. He
may make a profit at the rate of 20 percent, which would
give him about $400 or $500 profit, He has to pay a tax.
But the Commissioners of the District of Columbia thought
that was too much of an exemption, so they wanted to elim-
inate that. In the bill it is set at $1,000. We asked them
why, and they said that all of the taxicab drivers were
claiming that they did not earn $2,000 and the Commis-
sioners said they want to catch them all, so recommended
that it be put back to $2,000.

I am only calling this to your attention to show the atti-
tude of the people in the District who are recommending
this bill. They want to eliminate the million-dollar con-
tractor, but want to put the taxicab drivers within the $1,000
limit and will not exempt the so-called little merchants of
any kind.

The statement has been made that this tax will be put
on the real-estate owners. The tax rate hereis $1.75. Under
the general law the District Commissioners have a right to
raise or reduce the real-estate tax. In many instances they
have reduced, but never raised. We compelled them to raise
it to $1.75, and this bill now calls for $1.75.

Mr, LUCAS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, PALMISANO. I yield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. LUCAS. Is that rate based on the full valuation?

Mr. PALMISANO. I do not know. That is a question of
appraisal.

Mr. LUCAS. It is very important when you make a com-
parison with other cities. .

Mr. PALMISANO. That is what they say. I do not
know. I do not think any Member can say that is true
unless he takes the statement of someone else.

Mr. LUCAS. It is very important if you are making a
comparison with some other city to ascertain whether it is
based on full valuation or partial valuation.

Mr. PALMISANO. They say that is true, but I know
nothing about it. I would be compelled to repeat what I
have heard, which would be hearsay evidence.

I hope the conference report will not be adopted. The
Commissioners will have the right to raise the taxes from
$1.75 to $1.90 or $1.95, which will be sufficient to make up
the deficit. Not only that, but the Commissioners of the
District of Columbia do not consider the proceeds from the
various license laws as a revenue-producing proposition.
The baseball ground out here pays $5 a year. Drug stores
pay $12 a year. The Commissioners say that is all it costs
a year to cover inspection, as it is called. I say if we
turn down the report this year, the Commissioners next year
will come in here with some sort of a recommendation that
is more satisfactory. If we turn down this conference re-
port it will make them get down to work and they will bring
in here a revenue bill that we can all agree to and not have
a lopsided bill wherein they tax the little fellow and exempt
the big fellow wherever they possibly can. It is the duty of
the Members of the House to vote down this conference
report, thereby telling the Commissioners to study and work
a little more and bring in a proper bill for the Members of
Congress.

I hope this conference report will be voted down.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, I hope no one in the House
will fail to understand the position that my distingushed
friend from Baltimore finds himself in as chairman of this
committee. By reason of the close proximity of Baltimore
to Washington and by reason of this tax and the feeling
of the businessmen in Baltimore, my friend could take no
other position than that which he has taken. The gentle-
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man from Maryland [Mr. PaLmisaNno] had something to say
about contractors. This is only a sensible proposition. We,
of course, provided that the main contractor would pay on
that part of the contract money he had left over and that
the subcontractor, to whom the general comtractor sublets,
under his contract would pay on his part of the contract.
That is all there is to it.

Mr. PALMISANO. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NICHOLS. I only have 4 minutes.

Mr. PALMISANO. That is true so far as the general con-
tractor is concerned, but I cite testimony on page 143
wherein the gentleman stated that was not true.

Mr. NICHOLS. Oh, yes. The contractors wanted to be
exempted.

Mr. PALMISANO. Does the gentleman relieve the farm-
ers of their sales and put them on any other basis except
gross receipts?

Mr. NICHOLS. The gentleman will have to yield me
more time if he is going to make a speech. Insofar as the
farmers are concerned, in the first place the business they
do in the District is practically nil. I venture the assertion
that the farmers that bring produce to the District of Co-
lumbia and sell it on the street never pay a penny of tax.
Who is going to collect it? What is the machinery provided
to find out when they sell a head of lettuce or a bunch of
radishes? That is just simply ridiculous. Of course, we
made provision for the produce man, because he deals in a
tremendous volume of business and on the very narrowest
margin of profit. We exempted banking institutions. We
did that because they already pay from 4 to 6 percent gross
on every dime’s worth of business they do.

The gentleman from Maryland [Mr. PaLmisano] talks
about the exemption of $1,000. It is now $2,000. We put
it right back where it was last year. The Senate did reduce
it to $1,000. In the conference we conferees insisted that it
go back, and it is in the bill today at $2,000. The license
fee, of which the gentleman speaks, is on the books at $5
for the ball park, $12 for drug stores, and so forth. I have
been trying to get that revised ever since I have been here.
‘We should not blame the Commissioners, because they ean-
not do anything about it. That is the province of this body,
and we have to do it. This is the only bill I know of that
will make the ball park pay anything like its proportionate
share of the burden of taxes, because under this bill they
will pay two-fifths of 1 percent on the gross business done
at the ball park, whereas, before this bill, do you know what
they paid? Five dollars per annum, and that is all.

Insofar as this bill applies to nonresident merchants who
do business in the District of Columbia, as I pointed out
earlier, last year the corporation counsel’s office made a
ruling that they would have to pay a business-privilege tax
on all the business they did in the District of Columbia. The
reason they had to pay all that was that when we wrote the
bill last year we failed to provide in it for allocations. This
year we have written into the bill a provision for allocation,
and I will give you an example.

Mr. FULMER. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NICHOLS. Let me finish my statement, and then I
will yield.

Last year if a Maryland company shipped a carload of
gasoline to the District of Columbia and sold it in the Dis-
trict the company had fo pay a tax on the entire carload of
gasoline.

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 additional
minute to the gentleman from Oklahoma. :

Mr. NICHOLS. Under this year’s allocation provision the
merchant could find that only 50 percent of the gasoline
was sold in the District of Columbia, so he would have to pay
a tax on only 50 percent. So it would apply to other busi-
nesses.

The gentleman from Maryland says that when we had this
bill up for consideration nobody testified in behalf of the
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business-privilege tax. The gentleman is correct. Every
citizens’ association in Washington representing the business-
men of Washington wanted to impose a sales tax on the Dis-
trict of Columbia and its citizens in order that business
would not have to pay the tax. After we put an income-tax
provision into the bill the same citizens’ associations appeared
before the Senate committee and insisted the income tax
would cost them more; so it was they who helped you vote
down the income-tax provision, and then they went before
the Senate committee and asked for this business-privilege
tax. No later than this morning Mr. Caruthers, president
of the Federation of Citizens’ Associations in the District of
Columbia, representing thousands of businessmen in the
District, called my office and said they were 100 percent
behind the passage of the business-privilege tax, so they
have done an exact about-face. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to thank my colleague, the gentleman
from Oklahoma, for telling you, as I did, that there was not
a single individual in the District who wanted this business-
privilege tax, because, as I said, certain people wanted a sales
tax which hit the little consumer more, but the minute they
realized it would cost them a little more by an income tax,
the very men who recommended to our committee that we
vote against the business-privilege tax went to the Senate
and, to use a common expression, double-crossed the District
Committee of this House. They said ‘no” here and then
“yes” on that side.

[Here the gavel fell.]l

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the conference report.

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. PALMISANO. As I understand, a vote against the
conference report will be “no,” and I would be confirmed.

The SPEAKER. The Chair is of that opinion.

The question is on the conference report.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. PaLmisano) there were—ayes 94, noes 32.

So the conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A mesage from the Senate, by Mr. Crockett, its Chief
Clerk, announced that the Senate agrees to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
9682) entitled “An act to provide revenue, equalize taxation,
and for other purposes.”

The message also announced that the Senate insists upon
its amendments to the bill (H. R. 10216) entitled “An act
making appropriations for the legislative branch of the Gov-
ernment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for
other purposes,” disagreed to by the House; agrees to the
conference asked by the House on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. Typings, Mr.
Byrnes, Mr. Apams, Mr, McCarran, and Mr. HALE to be
conferees on the part of the Senate.

INSURANCE OF TAXICABS IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I call up the conference
report on the bill (H, R. 7084) to provide that all cabs for
hire in the District of Columbia be compelled to carry insur-
ance for the protection of passengers, and for other purposes,
and ask unanimous consent that the statement be read in lieu
of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

_ Mr. O'MALLEY. Reserving the right to object, Mr.
Speaker, may I ask the gentleman from Maryland what agree-
ment can be made with regard to the division of time on
this matter?
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Mr. PALMISANO. Under the rule I am allowed an hour,
but I am willing to give half that time to the opposition, led
by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN],

Mr. DIRKSEN. The gentleman, of course, controls the
time and he will haye o parcel it out.

Mr. PALMISANO. I am willing to divide the time and
yield the gentleman from Illinois 30 minutes in order that he
may distribute that time to Members opposed to the bill.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Very well, that is agreeable.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Will 30 minutes accommodate those who
desire to oppose this report?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I will be very generous in yielding time,
I may say to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Maryland?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
7084) to provide that all cabs for hire in the District of Columbia
be compelled to carry insurance for the protection of passengers,
and for other purposes, having met, after full and free confer-
ence, have agreed to recommend and do recommend to their re-
spective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments
of the Senate numbered 1, 8, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, and
18, and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 2: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 2, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows: In addition to the
matter proposed to be stricken out by the Senate amendment,
on page 2, line 7, of the House bill strike ocut “surety or”; and
the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 6: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 6, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows: In addition to the
matter proposed to be stricken out by the Senate amendment, on
page 2, line 17, of the House bill strike out “bond or undertaking
or”; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 10: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 10, and
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: On page 2, line
15, of the Senate engrossed amendments strike out “at” and
insert "and"; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 13: That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 13, and
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: On page 8,
line 13, of the House bill strike out “twenty” and insert “ten"; and
on page 3, line 14, of the House bill, strike out “or termination”;
and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 19: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 19, and
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amendment, insert
the following:

“Sec. 8. Any corporation, company, association, joint-stock com-
pany or association, partnership or person, and any lessee, trustee
or recelver, who violates any of the provisions of this Act, or the
regulations lawfully promulgated thereunder, shall, upon convic-
tion, be punished by a fine of not more than $300 or by imprison-
ment for not more than ninety days, and by cancelation of license.
For violations of this Act, the Commissioners of the District of
Columbia are authorized to suspend or revoke licenses issued under
paragraph.s 31 (c), (d) and (e) of section T of the Act entitled “An

Act making appropriations to provide for the ent of the
District of Columbia for the fiscal year ending e 30, 1903, and
for other purposes”, approved July 1, 1802, as amended; and any
such suspension or revocation may be without prior conviction.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment
of the Senate to the title of the bill, and agree to the same.

VINCENT L. PALMISANO,
Jack NICHOLS,
Managers on the part of the House.
M. E. T¥pives,
HerperT E. HITCHCOCK,
H. StyLes BrIDGES,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

STATEMENT
The managers on the part of the House at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 7084) to provide that all cabs for hire in
the District of Columbia be compelled to carry insurance for the
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protection of passengers, and for other purposes, submit the fol-
lowing statement in explanation of the effect of the action agreed
upon by the conferees and recommended in the accompanying
conference report:

On amendments Nos. 1, 2, 6, 7, 11, 15, and 17: The House bill pro-
vided that every person operating a motor vehicle for hire in the
District of Columhia should be required to file with the Public Util-
itles Commission for each such vehicle a bond or policy of llability
insurance or certificate of insurance in a solvent and responsible
surety or insurance company authorized to do business in the Dis-
trict. It was also provided that any owner of a public vehicle
required to file such a bond or policy might in lieu thereof file a
blanket bond or policy in an amount not to exceed $75,000 or create
and maintain a sinking fund not in excess of that amount. The
blanket bond or cy, or the sinking fund if that was created, was
to cover all v operated by the same owner.

The Senate amendments provided merely for the filing with the
Public Utilities Commission of insurance policies, and the provi-
sions of the House bill with respect to bonds, blanket bonds, blanket
policies, and sinking funds were eliminated. The conference adopts
the policy of the Senate amendments.

On amendments Nos. 4, b, 12, 14, and 16: These amendments are
purely clarifying. The House recedes.

On amendment No. 3: This amendment added a provision that
any insurance company authorized to do business in the District
which issued insurance policies for the purpose of the bill should
be a company subject to the act of March 4, 1922, relating to the
organization and operation of mutual insurance companies. The
House recedes.

On amendments Nos. 8 and 9: The House bill provided that
the bond or policy issued for the purposes of the act might limit
the liability of the surety or insured on any one judgment to
$5,000 for bodily injuries or death and $1,000 for damage to or
destruction of property.

These Senate amendments provide that the insurance policy shall
limit the liability of the insurer on any one judgment to “not less
than"” 5,000 for bodily injuries or death and *“not less than"
$1,000 for damage to or destruction of property. The House
recedes.

On amendment No. 10: The House bill provided that any policy
of liability insurance should be issued only by insurance com-
panies authorized to do business in the District and that any
surety bond or undertaking should be insured by a corporate
surety approved by the superintendent of insurance of the District,
The superintendent of insurance was also authorized to make
reasonable rules and regulations rela to the rating of taxi-
cab insurance and was empowered to determine the maximum
rates to be charged on such insurance. This amendment requires
each insurance company authorized to do business in the Dis-
trict or the rating organization of which it is a member or sub-
scriber to file with the superintendent of insurance every rate
manual, schedule of rates, rating plan, and other information
concerning insurance required by this act. It also prohibits
unfair discrimination in cases where the risks are essentially the
same. The superintendent is also authorized after notice and
hearing to order the removal of any unfair discrimination in
rates and to order an adjustment of rates whenever he finds that
an excessive, inadequate, or unreasonable profit will be produced.
The House recedes with a clarifying amendment.

On amendment No. 18: The House bill provided that no bond
or insurance policy should be canceled unless not less than 20
days prior to such cancelation notice of intention was flled in
writing with the Public Utilities Commission. This amendment
strikes out 20 days and inserts 10 days, and the House recedes
with a further clarif; amendment.

On amendment No. 18: This amendment requires all vehicles
subject to the provisions of the act to be kept in a clean, sani-
tary, good mechanical condition at all times, subject to regula-
tions of the Public Utilities Commission, and the Traffic Act of
March 3, 1925. The House recedes.

On amendment No. 19: This amendment, In addition to the
penalties provided by the House bill, provides for canceling the
license of any person viclating the act. The Commissioners of
the District are also authorized, in cases of violation of the act,
to suspend or revoke licenses issued under paragraphs 31 (¢), (d),
and (e) of section 7 of the act of July 1, 1902, as amended, and
any such suspension or revocation may be without prior convic-
tion. The House recedes with clarifying amendments.

The House recedes from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate to the title of the bill.

VINCENT L. PALMISANO,
Jace NICHOLS,
Managers on the part of the House.

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. NicHOLS].

Mr. NICHOLS, Mr. Speaker, this is a conference report
on a bill which is known as the taxicab-insurance or taxicab-
liability bill. It provides simply that motor vehicles operated
for hire in the District of Columbia will be compelled to carry
insurance for the protection of those people who pay to ride
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in their vehicles and other pedestrians and automobiles driven
on the streets of the District of Columbia.

There will be injected into this debate quite a 1ot of what
I presume to be extraneous matter. There is only one gues-
tion involved here and that is this: Do you think that when
your wife and your little kiddies get into a taxicab and pay
that taxi driver or that taxi company money to transport
them to some other part of the city, they should be protected
from accidents by compelling that taxi driver or that taxi
owner to make himself financially responsible for the pro-
tection of the life and limb of your tender children and mine
by taking out insurance which will make him financially
responsible? That is the only question involved.

There is an argument between some of the taxicab opera-
tors of the District of Columbia who say that they should
be permitted, instead of taking out insurance, to post a cash
bond, making an insurance company out of themselves, and
let them control the fund which will pay you if you are
injured, and not turn it over to an insurance company.

I know this argument is going to be made, and I would
like to read you just one paragraph, if I may, from a letter,
a closed letter, I may say, which was circulated among the
drivers of the biggest taxicab fleet operating in the District
of Columbia, and I am going fo ask unanimous consent that
I be permitted to insert these two letters in the REecorp,
because I do not care to take your time to read all of them.

I read excerpts from one dated January 17, 1938. They
are talking about an amendment to the House bill which
provided for the company putting up a cash bond, and they
are explaining the amendment to their cab drivers:

And the proposed amendment would allow an individual with
une cab to post $5,000, instead of paying an insurance premium of
$360 a year to operate a taxicab.

In other words, this big fleet-operated taxicab company is
so interested, as they say, in the individual driver, the little
independent driver who owns his own car, that they want to
fix it so he will put up $5,000 in lieu of paying an insurance
premium. Do you not know there is not a taxi driver on
the streets of Washington that could put up $5,000 cash
bond, and they know it. They want to fix it so that you
will force into their organization every poor little independ-
ent taxi operator in the District of Columbia, But this is
the most interesting part of the letter—and I quote again
from the letter:

Any cash or collateral deposit and/or sinking fund herein pro-
vided for shall be exempt from attachment or levy for any obliga-
tion or liability of the depositor hereof, save as herein provided.

In other words, they want to get themselves in the shape
they are in now, where they collect 60 cents a shift, or $1.20
for two shifts, from the drivers who drive their association
cabs, and they put this into a sinking fund, but the sinking
fund is not attachable. It is not even kept in the District
of Columbia. It is placed in trust some place—God knows
where. They have never disclosed it.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman
2 more minutes.

Mr. NICHOLS. And they now want this amendment back
in the bill, and they had the temerity to tell their eab driv-
ers that they wanted it back in there so this cash fund
could be set up, but that it would not be nonattachable.

I will have more to say on this as soon as some of my dis-
tinguished friends have told you the many reasons why this
should not be passed. I hope you will stay here, because I
believe I can give you some very interesting facts about this
situation as we go along.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Speaker, to extend my own
remarks in the Recorp and include therein the two letters
I have referred to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, Buck). Is there objec~
tion to the request of the gentleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.
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The letters referred to are as follows:
MEMORANDUM
JANUARY 17, 1938.
Re compulsory taxicab llability insurance bill—H. R. 7084,

From time to time bills have been introduced in Congress pro-
viding for compulsory insurance for taxicabs. In each such pro-
bill there has been the requirement for an insurance policy
or a bond. It is a well-known fact that the premiums for taxicab
insurance are so great that they are prohibitive. In addition there-
to, investigation will disclose that very few reputable companies,
if any, will accept taxicab insurance. It can be further demon-
strated that no dependence can be placed in the companies which
accept such insurance. What they do is to accept premiums until
such time as claims begin to accumulate, and thereupon they go
into bankruptey. While the present Financial Responsibility Act
of Congress, in effect in the District of Columbia, covers all vehicles,
including passenger vehicles for hire, most taxicab operators have
no objection to the requirement for compulsory taxicab insurance,
provided individual owners or the members of associations are given
an opportunity to deposit cash or provide a sinking fund for the
payment of judgments in lieu of the giving of a policy of insurance
or a bond. There appears no valid reason why this should not be
itted. It merely allows individuals and associations to become
self-insurers upon the depositing of proper security, as surely cash
security is as sound as can be had.

The thought in mind is that in lieu of insurance or bond the
operator, controller, manager, or renter of a public vehicle may
either (1) file with the Public Utilities Commission an admission
of Hability in conformity with the prineciple of respondeat superior
for the tortious acts of the drivers of such of the vehicles afore-
sald as shall be driven with the trade name or Insignia of such
operator, controller, manager, or renter displayed thereon, together
with a blanket policy of insurance, or a blanket bond, for the pur-
poses of the act, covering any vehicle in an amount depending upon
the number of such vehicles operated by an individual or an associa-
tion; or (2) upon the filing of such admission of liability, provide
and maintain a sinking fund in corresponding amounts and deposit
the same in trust for the purpose of the legislation with such per-
son, official, or corporation as the Utilitles Commission shall
designate,

The thought behind this suggestion is that the statistics will
show hundreds of thousands of dollars pald to insurance com-
panies, only to have the insurance companies go into bankruptcy
when claims become due and payable. The average cost for insur-
ance of this kind 1s $360 a year per cab.

At the foregoing rate, in the case of an individual or association
operating 1,200 cabs, the premium per year thereon would be
$438,000. Reason dictates that it is far better this money be
reserved to meet claims for injuries sustained on account of the
operation of such cabs rather than be expended for insurance or
bond premiums.

The proposed amendment will accomplish the public purpose desired
and, as worded, works no greater hardship on the individual owner
than on members of an association of taxicab operators. It merely
permits an individual or association to place cash collateral or good
securities, for instance, United States bonds, by way of guaranty.
Certainly an individual should be permitted to deposit cash or
Liberty bonds, by way of protection to the public, if he so elects.

And the proposed amendment would allow an individual with
one cab to post $5,000 instead of paying an insurance premium of
$360 a year to operate a taxicab.

An assoclation operating or controlling 300 cabs could deposit
$20,000 cash or give a bond or policy in that amount. The cost of
insurance for 300 cabs would be, however, $108,000; the yearly
premium for 500 cabs would be $180,000.

It is a harvest for insurance companies.

Furthermore, when an association files an admission of liability
as called for by the proposed amendment its liability would not be
limited to the one-thousand property—five to ten thousand personal-
injury amounts fixed by the act.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO H. R. 7084, SEVENTY-FIFTH CONGRESS, FIRST
SESSION, CALENDAR NO. 1228 (REPT. NO. 1179) BEING A BILL
TO PROVIDE THAT ALL CABS FOR HIRE IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA
BE COMPELLED TO CARRY INSURANCE FOR THE PROTECTION OF PASSEN-
GERS, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES,” PASSED BY THE HOUSE AND NOW
PENDING BEFORE THE SENATE
Following the word “act”, page 4, line 21, add a new paragraph,

to read:

“Any owner of a public vehicle required hereby to file & bond
or policy of insurance may, in lieu thereof:

*(a) For each such vehicle deposit with any individual or cor-
poration approved by the Public Utilities Commission, in trust for
the payment of any judgment recovered against such owner, as
provided in this act, either $5,000 in cash, or negotiable collateral
of the value, to be determined by said Utilities Commission, of
$5,000, and additions to such collateral deposit may be ordered by
gald Utilities Commission if, in the judgment of sald Commission,
additional collateral is necessary to maintain sald deposit as of the
value of $5,000.

“(b) File with the Public Utilities Commission, conditioned as
required by this act, and covering all vehicles lawfully displaying
the trade name or identifying design of any individual, association,
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company, or corporation, a blanket bond, or a blanket policy of
liability insurance, in amounts, respectively, for the operation of:

1 to 300 passenger vehicles for hire £20, 000
301 to 500 passenger vehicles for hire 30, 000
501 to 700 passenger vehicles for hire - 40,000
Over 700 passenger vehicles for hire o oo 50, 000

“{c) Create and maintain a einking fund and deposit the same,
in trust, for the payment of any judgment recovered against such
owner, as provided in this act, with such person, official, or cor-
poration as the Public Utilities Commission shall designate, for
the operation of:

1 to 300 passenger vehicles for hire £20, 000
301 to 500 passenger vehicles for hire 30, 000
501 to 700 passenger vehicles for hire 40, 000
Over 700 passenger vehicles for hire 50, 000

“Provided, That should any such owner elect to comply with
the provisions of paragraphs (a), (b), or (¢) of this section, such
owner shall first file with the Public Utilities Commission an
admission of liability, in conformity with the principle of re-
spondeat superior for the tortious acts of the driver or drivers of
such vehicle or vehicles aforesaid as shall be driven with the trade
name or identifying design of such owner.

“Any cash or collateral deposit and/or sinking fund herein pro-
vided for shall be exempt from attachment or levy for any obliga-
tion or liability of the depositor hereof, save as hereln provided.

“Within the meaning of this paragraph, the word ‘owner’ shall
include any corporation, company, association, joint-stock company
or assoclation, partnership or person, and the lessees, trustees, or
receivers appolnted by any court whatsoever, permitting his, their,
or its trade name and/or identifying design to be displayed upon
vehicles governed by this act.”

Respectfully submitted.

E. Erwin DOLLAR,
President, Industrial Brotherhood of Taxi Drivers.
ARTHUR S. HARDER,
Vice President, Industrial Brotherhood of Taxi Drivers.
Y C. Davis,
President, Independent Tazxi Owners’ Association.
LeoN BriLi, Jr.,
President, Bell Cab Association.
J. H. RoYEr, Jr.,
President, Premier Cab Association.
MArcE 30, 1938.

Desr FELLOW MEMEER: On July 12, 1837, the House of Repre-
sentatives passed a compulsory cab insurance bill, H. R. 7084.
This bill included an amendment, which was introduced on the
floor of the House and made a part of the original insurance bill.

This amendment was somewhat similar to the proposed amend-
ment enclesed herewith. Such an amendment would permit the
members of this organization to pay less money for a greater
amount of protection than the prevailing excessive insurance
premium costs. The prevailing rate for insurance in this city is
$1 per day per cab, from reputable insurance companies. This
rate is only $#1 per day because the insurance underwriters have
had no experience in this city. In other large cities where they
have established experience ratings, the reputable insurance com-
panies charge more than 81 per day for taxicab insurance.

When the House bill reached the Senate, it was very apparent
that the Senate sponsor of this bill was determined, in my opin-
ion, to eliminate the cash-bond arrangement, which passed the
House of Representatives,

Do you believe the United States Congress should pass an
insurance bill which would only enable certain interests to sell
taxicab Insurance at your expense for a nice profit?

On March 25, the Senate passed H. R. 7084, without the House
amendment, which we were in favor of. In a few minutes after
the passage of this bill in the Senate, a motion was made to re-
consider the votes by which the Senate passed this bill. The
writer cannot predict the final outcome of this bill in its present
status.

However, I do not belleve the members of this organization
should advocate to Members of Congress that insurance without
provisions for your association to settle its own accident claims
in your behalf, 18 a good policy. Why should we leap into some-
thing to make the other fellow pay, because you pay, when none
of us know how great the burden will be,

Trusting this will meet with your approval, I am,

Respectfully yours,
HarrY C. DAvIS,

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. O'MALLEY],

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Okla-
homa has indicated that extraneous matter will be brought
into this debate and as proof of that he introduced a couple

of letters sent by some taxicab company. No extraneous
matter is involved in this question. It is solely a question

whether or not the House conferees represent the House or
the other body. The conference report brought over here by
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the House conferees takes out about 50 percent of the House
bill, a bill that was absolutely satisfactory to most of the
elements in the taxicab business and that was satisfactory
to labor.

I am going to introduce a little extraneous matter myself
now that the gentleman from Oklahoma has started. I have
received and have here a letter from the American Federa-
tion of Labor which reads in part as follows:

This bill—

Speaking of the original House bill—

compels every taxi driver to carry liability insurance. We find the
conference report is not in accordance with the bill as passed orig-
inally by the House in which form it was acceptable to the Wash-
ington Central Labor Union and to the local unions of drivers
involved. It is understood by those interested that if the confer-
ence report in its present form is adopted that independent taxi
owners in the District of Columbia will be put out of business and
that the larger companies who proposed the provisions of this bill
will be in complete control of the situation in this city. We,
therefore, advocate the blanket provision as originally passed by
the House and will appreciate efforts made by you and our friends
to achieve this purpose.

Now, labor and its organizations can always speak to me
when they speak on a subject that affects their workers; and
here the Central Labor Union of the District of Columbia
and the American Federation of Labor legislative represent-
ative want the House provision put back in the bill.

Now, if you will read page 5 of the House bill, you will see
nothing unfair. It allows an option in addition to buying
insurance from insurance companies,

It allows the associations of these cab drivers whether the
associations are private associations or associations of union
drivers, to post a bond, a certain amount of cash, and judg-
ments can be levied against that bond. The conference
report will, if adopted, have the effect of forcing the drivers
into the hands of the insurance companies, a few of them
already prepared to start a racket. In my own city for 10
years all cab companies have had the option of either buying
insurance or posting a cash bond with the city attorney.
The record shows that we have the lowest number of auto-
mobile accidents of any city. It likewise shows that valid
judgments have been paid out of these bonds and these taxi
companies immediately bring the cash bond back to the
amount originally set in the city ordinance or lose their
licenses. The public is protected and the men are not made
the victims of an insurance racket.

Mr, SHORT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'MALLEY, I yield.

Mr. SHORT. And if this bill passes, the individual taxi-
cab drivers in the District of Columbia will be forced to pay
$1 a day insurance, or $360 a year. How many of them will
be forced out of business?

Mr. O'MALLEY. About half of them.

Mr. SHORT. And when you force them out of business
where will they go except on the relief rolls? :

Mr. O'MALLEY. That is exactly the point. The gentle-
man is correct.

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. But if we adopt the gentleman’s
theory, allowing the owner of a cab company to file a bond
in lieu of insurance, do you not in effect say to the insurance
companies, “Here is the taxicab business of the District; it is
turned over to you absolutely”?

Mr, O'MALLEY. I do not see how anybody can prevent a
group of taxicab drivers from forming an association and
putting up the cash bond. Under the conference report we
have here all of them have to buy insurance. Now, if the
public is protected either by a cash bond or an insurance
policy, if the driver were given the option that the House
gave them, I do not see why we should adopt the conference
report and destroy those options and throw these already
underpaid drivers into the hands of the insurance companies,
who can charge any rate they please under this conference
report. The original provision in the House bill protected
the public. That is what we were after. That was the
impression I was under when we brought this bill in here—

protection of the publie; it does not make any difference how
they are protected as long as they are protected and the
House bill should be retained.

Mr. SHORT. In the gentleman’s opinion, does this bill
protect the public or does it promote the insurance racketeers?

Mr. O'MALLEY. The conference report that we are asked
to adopt promotes insurance racketeers, mutual companies,
whose history in the courts and every other place has been a
national scandal. I am willing to trust the American Federa-
tion of Labor and their fellow workers of the Central Labor
Union, who have come in here and asked us to restore the
House provision. I hope those friends of labor whom we have
heard from in the last 4 or 5 days will at least let labor speak
for labor and give them some help now when they are fight-
ing this unfair Senate bill that will destroy their livelihood.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to insert in the
Recorp this letter from the American Federation of Labor.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Wiseonsin?

The letter referred to follows:

WasaINGTON, D. C., May 3, 1938,

ngressman O'MALLEY,
House Office Buﬂdmg. Washington, D. C.
My Dear CoNGrRESSMAN: I wish to direct your attention to the con-
ference report on H. R. 7084, which, I understand, Is to be considered
today In the House,

This letter comes at a rather late date due to the fact that the
‘Washington Central Labor Union did not act on the conference
report until it met last night.

This bill, as you, of course, know, compels all taxi drivers to carry
liability insurance. We find that the conference report is not in
accordance with the bill as passed originally by the House, in which
form it was acceptable to the Washington Central Labor Union and
to the local union of drivers involved.

It is understood by those interested that if the conference report
in its present form is adopted that the independent taxi owners in
the District of Columbia will be put out of business and that the
larger companies, who have pressed for the passage of this bill, will
be in complete control of the situation in this city. We therefore
advocate the “blanket provision” as originally passed by the House
and would appreciate efforts made by you and our friends to achieve
this purpose.

Sincerely,
Wrrram C. HUsHING,
National Legislative Representative,
American Federation of Labor.

Mr. O'MALLEY. I want to state the parliamentary situa-
tion in the remainder of my time and before it is lost sight of
in the remainder of the debate.

Until we vote down this conference report we are not in
position to make a motion to insist on the House bill and the
provisions that labor want. So vote down this conference
report and direct your conferees to bring back a bill that will
protect labor instead of some ravored insurance companies,

[Here the gavel fell.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Buck). Is there objec-
tion to the request of the gentleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr., DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker,Iyield!imjnutest.ome
gentleman from Michigan [Mr, DonbpERO].

Mr, DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I do not hold a brief for
any taxicab company or any taxicab driver im the District
of Columbia. We all hold a brief, however, for the principle
of keeping as many men employed as possible, no maftter
where they reside or what they might do. We have enough
unemployment in the United States now and I am opposed
to any policy, no matter by whom advocated. that will add to
the list of the unemployed.

My honest opinion is when we impose an obligation on
the taxicab drivers of the Distriet of Columbia of a dollar
a day for insurance we are adding to the unemployed. We
are driving men out of employment and there is nowhere else
for them to go. I am unwilling to regulate men out of their
Jobs and into the bread lines. It is estimated, if this amend-
ment is agreed to, that we will add to the unemployed
nearly 2,000 taxicab drivers in the District of Columbia.

Mr. NICHOLS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DONDERO. In just a moment,
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Mr, NICHOLS. Would the gentleman give the authority
for that estimate? Who made the estimate? That is all I
want to know.

Mr. DONDERO. The moment you impose an insurance
ohligation which raises the cost from 25 cents a day, which
I understand is the amount collected from each driver now,
to nearly $1 for insurance, you are compelling these men to
go out of business because they cannot meet the additional
obligation imposed upon them.

What are you gaining by doing that? If a cash bond
placed with the District of Columbia has protected the public,
and the taxicab companies or drivers have met their obliga-
tion and liability, either property damage or bodily injury,
what have we to gain by imposing insurance upon them that
they cannot hope to meet? That is the question we have to
decide here this afternoon.

Mr, REED of New York. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. REED of New York. Has the gentleman looked into
this situation—and I am not going to claim that the informa-
tion I am about to give is accurate. Ihave talked with a great
many taxicab drivers and I am informed that when Govern-
ment employees get off in the afternoon these employees go
out, rent these cabs, flock on to the streets, and take away
the jobs of the taxicab drivers. That may be an extraneous
matter, but has the gentleman looked into that?

Mr. DONDERO. No; I have not. That is an angle which
I would not endorse.

Mr. REED of New York.
about that matter.

Mr, DIRKSEN. I understand it has been ascertained
that some 450 Government employees at one time or
another have been driving cabs as a sort of side-line occu-
pation in order to supplement their earnings. I doubt
whether the number is quite so much today, but there
was some testimony offered on that matter, and I think
it was submitted to one of the committees of the House
about a year ago.

Mr. REED of New York. I think that situation should
be corrected.

Mr. NICHOLS, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr., DONDERQ. I yield to the gentleman from Okla-
homa.

Mr. NICHOLS. The gentleman from Illinois is right
when he says it is estimated there are 450 Government
employees who work all day in a Bureau downtown, then
whip out their own individual taxicabs and drive them
around for a few hours in the afternoon. Those fellows
should not be permitted to compete with the men who
earn all of their money driving a taxicab, and if we put
insurance on these men they cannot afford to go in com-
petition with the regular taxi drivers.

Mr. DONDERO. I may say to the gentleman from Okla-
homa I do not believe the insurance route is the way to
correct the evil:

. Mr. O'MALLEY, If the District of Columbia Commiftee
wants to stop Government employees from driving these
taxicabs, that is the committee to do it.

Mr. NICHOLS. How can you pass a law stopping any-
body from driving a taxicab? That is silly.

Mr. DONDERQ. I am informed that one company over
a period of 9 years has paid something like $700,000 in
claims. They paid all the claims that arose. Whereas if
they had been compelled to take compulsory insurance for
the same length of time that company would have been
compelled to pay out in insurance premiums nearly $2,000,-
000, or an increase of over 200 percent. It has meant a
saving to these drivers and men of something like $1,250,000.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman 2
additional minutes.

Mr. MAVERICK. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr., DONDERO, I yield to the gentleman from Texas.

I would like to get the truth
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Mr., MAVERICK. I wish someone would answer this
simple question: Why is it that a taxi driver has to pay
$60 a month in premiums? I have a ten-twenty-thousand-
dollar liability on my car and I think I pay about $65 a year.
It seems to me that $60 a month is too much.

Mr. DONDERO. I do not understand it will be $60 a
month. I think it will average about $1 a day. But to
answer the gentleman's question, may I say that he drives
his car for his private use. The taxicab is in operation all
day for public use in all kinds of traffic. It is the nature of
the risk that determines the premium or cost.

Mr. SHORT. It is the difference in the risk.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROBSION of EKentucky. I want it made clear
whether any taxicab drivers who have been licensed and
who are driving their cars have evaded responsibility for
personal injuries or property damage?

Mr. DONDERO. I do not understand they have. They
must either be bonded in some association or carry insur-
ance to protect the public.

Mr. ROBSION of Eentucky. Have there been any claims
that remain unpaid?

Mr. DONDERO. It is my understanding there have not
been except current claims in the process of settlement or
judicial determination.

Mr. ROBSION of Eentucky. Why this legislation then?

Mr. DONDERO. It is just another way of imposing a
regulation and restriction on a business that cannot stand
the burden. That is the answer.

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gentleman from Utah.

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. I do not want to assume to
correct the gentleman, but I have made some investigation
of this question of unpaid judgments. I am sure if the
gentleman will go to the trouble to investigate the matter
thoroughly, he will find that there are not only hundreds
of them but probably thousands of unpaid claims in the
District of Columbia by reason of irresponsible taxicab
drivers.

Mr. DONDERO, I understand there is one association
that has not met its obligations but if that association had
placed a bond with the District of Columbia, as proposed
by the House bill, the very thing of which the gentleman
complains would never have happened because they would
have had recourse to a fund with which to pay the damages.

[Here the gavel fell.]

AMENDMENT OF SECOND LIBERTY BOND ACT

Mr. DOUGHTON, from the Committee on Ways and
Means, reported the bill (H. R. 10535) to amend the Second
Liberty Bond Act, as amended, which was read a first and
second time, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union and ordered printed.

INSURANCE OF TAXICABS IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMEBIA -

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yleld 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BomLeaul.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Okla-
homa in opening his remarks said the question was simply
whether or not you and I want to protect our families and
our constituents while riding in the taxicabs of the District.
In all fairness, I submit to the gentleman from Oklahoma,
that is not the issue at all, because the House bill as-amended
by the Senate provided for compulsory insurance. The issue
is whether or not you want to compel all taxicab owners to
take out insurance with some insurance company. In the
House bill we provided that the taxicab operators should
have liability insurance, but we provided that if they saw fit
they had the right to take advantage of the alternative of
putting up a bond in the amount of $75,000. Individual
operators, working together with others in an association
such as the Diamond Cab, the Premier Cab, or the Bell Cab,
could as an association under the House bill put up a bond
of $75,000, not to be some place in another State but here




1938

in the District, with the approval of the Public Utilities Com-
mission, so the money would be here and could be at-
tached. They would have the right to keep that $75,000
bond there to insure anyone who was injured as a result of
the tortious act of any driver of a taxicab, and to see that
the judgment would be paid. Certainly, that is ample pro-
tection. The Public Utilities Commission would have the
duty and the responsibility of compelling that $75,000 fund
to remain intact. It is ample. It would give the individual
operators an opportunity to band together and create this
fund, and it would enable them to give adequate protection
to the people on the highways, but still would not compel
them to pay extortionate prices and exorbitant fees to in-
surance companies. That is the only difference.

Mr, MURDOCK of Utah. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield to the gentleman from Utah.

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. Is the gentleman interested in
protecting the biggest cab company in Washington, D. C., or
is he interested in protecting the little cab driver, the
individual?

Mr. BOILEAU. I submit to the gentleman that this
$75,000 bond is an alternative. The individual operator can
still take out insurance, if he is not a member of an
association.

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. Yes; that is just it.

Mr. BOILEAU. That is the proposition. I may say fur-
ther I had a conversation with the president and the secre-
tary of the Interindustrial Brotherhood of Taxi Drivers,
which is the association representing the little, individual
driver who owns his own cab and is not a member of one of
the associations, and they want the House provision enacted
into law because they are of the opinion it will be to their
best interests to join one of the associations already existing
or form a new association of their own. These associations
have proven to be a successful experiment in cooperation
among these people. They can work for their best interests
by associating under a trade name.

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah and Mr. SHORT rose.

Mr. BOILEAU. I will yield in just a moment.

It will be very easy, then, for them to create this $75,000
fund and keep it intact. They believe they could save a lot
of money. I am certain it would give just as good protection
to the people of the District and would protect them against
any losses that might be occasioned by these taxicab drivers.

The gentleman from Utah asked me whether I was inter-
ested in protecting the big organizations. I do not know
whether he means corporations or associations. These cor-
porations are, or at least should be, under the control of the
operators, the individuals who own their own cabs, when
they belong to these associations. If there is anything
wrong in the present situation it should be corrected. I
know of nothing wrong. I submit to the gentleman from
Utah that at the present time the corporation-owned taxi-
cabs, the taxicabs on the streets which are owned not by
the individual operators but by corporations, are largely
controlled by two men, and those two men not only own
practically all the corporate-owned taxicabs of the city but
they have large financial interests in a mutual insurance
company that is set up all ready to do business.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 additional minute
to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. BOILEAU. Iam not making any insinuations against
anybody. All I want to say is that the same men who own
all the stock of the corporations that operate the corporate-
owned cabs own practically all the stock, I believe I can
properly say all the stock, of the mutual insurance company
that is all ready to go. I submit the individual taxicab
operator should not be forced to take out insurance in any
mutual company or in any old-line company as long as
adequate protection can be given him by putting up this
bond. I believe the House bill will give that protection.

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr, BOILEAU. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri.
Mr. SHORT. Many of the individual cab drivers and rep-

resentatives of several of the associations have talked to me

and every single one of them favors the House provision and
is against the Senate bill.

Mr. BOILEAU. The Diamond Cab Co., the Premier Asso-
ciation, the Bell Association, and the independent taxicab
drivers all want this $75,000 bond provision. They should be
given a chance to prove its effectiveness.

Mr, DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself the balance
of my time.

Mr. Speaker, let us get clearly in mind what we are going
to do and what will happen when we do it. If we support
the conference report, that means that substantially we enact
the Senate bill. This will give us taxicab insurance. If we
vote down the conference report and come back upon the
House bill later, that will give us taxicab insurance. So we
get insurance either way, but under the House bill we make
provision that instead of having to have a policy for every
individual cab, these associations that can afford it can de-
posit $75,000 with the Public Utility Commission, they can file
their admission of liability under the respondeat superior
provision, and then that $75,000 becomes available for pay-
ing judgments, or they can file a blanket policy. This would
be possible under the House bill, but not under the Senate bill.

Now, let us see what the issue is. I think everybody here
wants to see some form of liability insurance on every taxi-
cab. Certainly I do, and I want fo see the best thing we can
get, but I fancy if we go along with the Senate hill, and I
have no particular hard-and-fast notions about it, we are
going to set up a real difficulty and, possibly, a racket before
we get through, and I shall tell you why.

Under the insurance code of the District of Columbia you
can set up an automobile mutual insurance company with
only $10,000 of surplus over liabilities—only $10,000. This
is the law. Now, suppose I get a couple of fellows and say,
“Let us organize a mutual; all we need is $10,000 of surplus
over our capital.” No liabilities accrue, as a matter of fact,
until a judement exists, so far as my opinion is concerned,
and so they reach out and begin to pick up these lush pre-
miums. Do you know what a good old-line company will
charge for insurance in Washington? Two hundred and
seventy dollars per cab for personal liability, $95 for prop-
erty damage, or a total of $365. Who sent these figures?
These figures come from the Aetna Casualty Co. and other
similar companies. So this means about $365, or a dollar a
day, if they get good insurance, because the good companies
will set up a reserve of approximately $215 per cab. This
is the fact, if you please. Now, what will happen under a
mutual. First, they can cut rates. If I find, for instance,
as a mutual promoter or salesman, that you have got to get
$365 a year, I will come in and say, “Here, Cabby, I will
write this insurance for $275, or I will write it for $250, or
I will write it for $200, if you please.” So they reach out
and get these very lush premiums and put them in their
pockets.

Now, they can fight off responsibility and liability as an
insurance organization, even as an individual does, in court,
by taking the case up on appeal or asking for continuances,
and when the going gets too strong what happens? They
flop over, and what becomes of the cabbies’ money? Now,
do not say this is in the realm of remote possibility. I will
show you in my files the names of companies that have gone
over the great divide, companies in which there has been a
great mortality, the cabbies’ money gone, and the public not
protected.

I do not know, and I am simply torn between doubts on
this sort of thing, but I do not want to see this sort of thing
set up. Where we made the mistake, in my judgment, was
that this bill came in here and passed the House and Senate
and went to conference before we ever amended the insurance
code. Now, it is not long until next January, when another
Congress will be in session. We have been going along in
this fashion for years and years, and would it not be better,
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perhaps, would it not be the expedient and politic thing to
turn down this conference report and then amend our in-
surance laws, so you cannot have a mutual insurance racket
in this town based upon premiums from cab drivers? Then
we could come along with a taxicab-liability bill. Would not
this be the sensible thing to do? In my judgment, it cer-
tainly would be—and do not forget that this is a rich plum,
5,000 cabs, roughly, times $350 per year is how much? Ac-
cording to my quick arithmetic, it is about $1,750,000 of
premiums.

That is worth going after, and you will have every insur-
ance company in here until they find out that mutuals can
so much more satisfactorily deal with the cabbies because
they can quote them a cheaper rate. Now, with that kind of
insurance on the books, with existing law in the District of
Columbia, as I understand it, I fancy we ought to go back
and first amend our insurance code so no racket can spring
up in the Nation's Capital and then come along with a lia-
bility bill. Then, if you want the Senate bill, all right; if
you want the House bill, all right. My present notion is that
we ought to reject this conference report, because I would
not like to see what I have outlined happen.

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRESEN. I yield.

Mr. NICHOLS. I know my friend is sincere, but I am just
wondering what my friend thinks would happen in the in-
terim, the year that would elapse before we can take the
subject up again? What would happen to these people
riding in taxicabs, members of the gentleman’s family and
my family?

Mr. ERAMER. Just what is happening row.

Mr. NICHOLS. People getting hurt but unable to get any
damages for it.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The same thing that happened in 1932
and 1933, 1934 and 1935, in 1928 and 1927. Nothing would
happen except we would preserve the status quo until such
time as we can defend the District against a possible insur-
ance racket.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. BOILEAU. If you require the posting of this $75,000
bond, would not that give ample protection in the meantime?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I think so; because by the provisions of
the bill they have got to maintain that bond, and it is under
the jurisdiction of the Public Utilities Commission.

Mr. BOILEAU. Does not the gentleman think that system
is worth trying to see if it would work?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I do not like to be in the position of
placing the seal of approval upon a one and three-quarter
million dollar insurance premium racket.

If you are going to make these fellows carry policies you are
going to have to raise the cab fares, for you cannot starve
them to death. When I first came here a number of years
ago I remember how our distinguished friend from Texas,
Mz, Blanton, would walk up and down this aisle and defend
the status quo of cab fares in the various zones and even
make it secure in a District appropriation bill. When you
are faced with the proposition of granting an increase in
cab fares, I can anticipate what the answer is going to be.
Then, if you are not against the increase in fares, and I do
not think you are, let us move a little cautiously and carefully
before we impose this additional burden upon these men who
are just eking out an existence and not much more.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. 1 yield.

Mr, O'MALLEY. For 10 years in my city the cab com-
panies have had the option of carrying insurance or deposit-
ing with the city $10,000 in cash or Liberty bonds subject to
payment of any judgment. Should any part of this money
be paid at all our licenses are automatically canceled until
it is replaced. Is not that largely the basis of this blanket
provision in the House bill?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I think so.

Mr. O'MALLEY. What is wrong with that?
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Mr. DIRKSEN. Except we make them deposit a larger
amount.

Mr, O'MALLEY. We make them deposit $70,000. We
have had this $10,000 provision for 10 years in our city, and
everybody concerned has been satisfied. As soon as a judg-
ment is paid out the companies must restore the amount or
lose their license.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I think the gentleman is correct.

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. PALMISANO. Under the $75,000 provision in the
House bill, what is to prevent the 5,000 taxicab owners
uniting into one group and furnishing the $75,000 bond?

Mr. DIRKSEN. It might be done, but it certainly is not
within the realm of probability.

Mr. PALMISANO. What would be the comparison be-
tween a company having 1,400 machines and one having 5
machines? Would the same amount have to be put up by
both?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Everyone who pays any attention to this
subject in the District has at some time or other had that
standard argument presented to them, whether it was 200
cabs, 300 cabs, or 400 cabs. The amount to be deposited
never took cognizance of the number making up the group.

Mr., ZIMMERMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Has the committee any statistics as to
the number of accidents, fatalities, of taxicab operators as
compared with privately owned cars?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes; all those statistics can be obtained
from the Traffic Bureau. :

Mr, ZIMMERMAN. These taxicab drivers tell me that
they will be charged $365 a year in premiums on a taxicab.
To me that is outrageous.

Mr. NICHOLS. That is not true.

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. They tell me it will cost them that
much, and unless they pay the premium they will have to go
out of business.

Mr. NICHOILS. Will the gentleman yield? I want to-
answer the question.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Our time is about up.

Mr. NICHOLS. I will answer it in my own time.

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. I would like an answer to the ques-
tion.

Mr. SHORT. It might be of interest to the Members of
the House to know there has been the second largest de-
crease in automobile accidents in the first 3 months of this
year in the District of Columbia as compared with any-
where else in the Nation. I think that much of the credit
is due our colleague from Indiana, Mr. SCHULTE.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 5 min-
utes.

Mr. Speaker, a few minutes ago I was condemned by my
friend from Illinois because I happened to be the member
of a conference committee who opposed a privilege tax. I
find myself now on the majority side and the gentleman
from Illinois is the lone member of the conference com-
mittee fighting the conference report. He seems to be on
the side of the big fellow all the time. I contended I was
trying to protect the little fellow then, and I contend I am
endeavoring to protect the little taxicab driver now.

When his bill was before the committee an amendment
was offered to permit of a $50,000 lump-sum insurance, to
which I was opposed and I finally compromised on a $75,000
proposition. The Senate has seen fit to eliminate that pro-
vision, and I agree.

Let us think of the individual who has one taxicab as com-
pared with one corporation here that has 1,500 taxicabs.
That corporation puts up $75,000 or $50,000 and the indi-
vidual is compelled to pay a premium on $5,000 or $10,000
of insurance, which will cost $365 a year, and I do not know
whether that is the correct amount or not.
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Mr. Speaker, let me quote part of a letter written to me
and some of the Members of the House no' doubt received
a copy, by a man named Paul G. Wyatt, who contends we
ought to have the House bill, He says we ought to have
it simply because it does not bar the independents from
joining an association.

Here is what he says:

Personally, we favor the bill as passed by the House, for it does
not penalize those taxicab operators who have been paying monthly
dues which carry some protection against accidents, as now carried
by the larger taxicab companies. The Independent taxicab oper-
ator Is such by choice, and it would hardly seem consistent to us to
favor this group, who have avoided the payment of dues and carry
no protection whatever. If any favoritism were to be shown, it
would seem more consistent to place it on the side of those who
have endeavored to give protection in the past and are giving at
the present time, rather than to those who by cholice have remained
independent.

They are now saying we ought to protect them and not the
ones who have not paid anything.

It seems to us that the House bill is more just to all the taxicab
operators. The independent operators would have the privilege
of connecting with an organized company.

That would be where the whole 5,000 organized into one
company. What would that amount to? It would amount
to nothing in premiums and 5,000 taxicabs running around
with one $75,000 bhond. Why one or two accidents would
exhaust the whole $75,000.

Mr. BOILEAU. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PALMISANO. I yield to the gentleman from Wis-
consin,

Mr. BOILEAU. If you had one accident today and the
$75,000 is wiped out, they would have to put up an additional
$75,000. They would have to keep it up to that amount all
the time.

Mr. PALMISANO. If this report is not accepted, I will, if
possible, set up a commission to hold this money in trust for
the people who are injured and make each and every taxicab
owner in this town responsible for each individual car and
make them put up an equal amount, and not give a special
privilege to the corporations.

Mr. BOILEAU. That would give a privilege to the corpora-
tions.

Mr. PALMISANO. No; it will not.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr, Speaker, I yield 3 minufes to the
gentleman from Utah [Mr. Murpockl.

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. Mr, Speaker, a lot of injustices
are committed against and inflicted upon the little fellow by
claiming that they are done in his behalf or to keep him.
That is exactly what is going on here today. We find the
gentleman from Wisconsin and many others saying that on
behalf of the little fellows they want us to allow the cab
companies or the cab operators to put up a $75,000 cash bond
in lieu of an insurance policy. What does that mean? It
means that you will eliminate every little cab driver in the
city of Washington and every liftle taxicab company in favor
of the Diamond Taxicab Co. or in favor of some other big
company that has several hundred cabs on the street.

Mr. BOILEAU. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. I yield to the gentleman from
Wisconsin.

Mr. BOILEAU. May I say that the independent taxicab
operators want the House bill.

Mr, MURDOCK of Utah. I have talked to just as many
independent taxicab drivers as the gentleman has and I have
talked to just as many small companies. They point out
that if we allow a bond instead of insurance, we will simply
tell the Diamond Cab Co. that from now on it has a monopoly
of the cab business in Washington,

Mr. BOILEAU, They still would have their insurance.

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. On the other hand, if you tell
every cab driver, whether he belongs to the Diamond Co. or
is a small, individual operator, that he must have an insur-
ance policy, then he knows that he will get his insurance at
the same premium as the big operator. You will not give

the Diamond Co. a monopoly. ¥You will not give any other
company a monopoly. You will be telling every taxicab
driver in the city of Washington that he must go out and
buy insurance on an equality of premium and the big man
will not be given any favors over the small ones.

Mr, O'MALLEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. I yield to the gentleman from
Wisconsin.

Mr. O'MALLEY. I am sure the gentleman would not
consider that the American Federation of Labor and the
Central Trades Council would ask any Member of the House
to do something that would hurt their workers. They want
the House bill.

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. But I am not arguing this from
the standpoint of labor.

Mr. O'MALLEY. It is a labor issue.

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. I do not believe any fewer
men will be employed than there are now if we enact this
bill and place all cab drivers on an equality.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Yes; there will be.

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. I do not like to have the issue
of labor injected into the consideration of every piece
of legislation, and especially an issue such as this.

Mr, O'MALLEY. Labor’s representative says the Senate
amendment will put men out of work.

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. I do not yield further, Mr.
Speaker.

There are just two things before us this afternoon. One
is, when you get into a taxicab and take a ride in the
city of Washington, are you entitled to security against the
reckless and negligent driving of the taxicab operator? I
say you are, and there is no disagreement in the House
today with the view that we are entitled to security.

The other question is, shall we tell the Diamond Cab
Co., or some other large company, “You can run your cab
company more cheaply than the little man because we will
allow you to put up a bond on account of your size, but we
will make the little man furnish insurance because he cannot
put up a bond.” .

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, I submit the adoption of the
conference report is the correct action for us to take today
and by so doing we maintain equality for all cab operators,
regardless of size, and assure their patrons security against
reckless and careless driving.

Mr. DONDERQO rose.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of my
time to the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. NicHoLs].

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, I have been greatly inter-
ested in this debate and I shall base my remarks on this
premise: I am absolutely opposed to permitting cab operators’
associations to put up a cash bond in lieu of insurance, If
you permit the big cab companies of the District of Columbia
to put up a cash bond in lieu of insurance you will break
every little eab company in town, and I will tell you why. If
a cab company is too small to raise the $75,000 provided as the
bond, the other option has to be taken and the members of
that company must take out insurance. This is what will
happen. Less than 10 days from the time we passed this
House bill the Diamond Cab Co. sent out circulars to every
driver in the District of Columbia stating, “You come into our
association and you will not have to buy insurance. We will
protect you under our $75,000 bond.” That is what will hap-
pen again., The big companies will put up the $75,000 blanket
and then they will force the little fellows to come under their
protection, Then what will they do? I will tell you what
they will do. They will do what they are doing now. The
Diamond Co., the largest one in this town, right at this minute
charges cab drivers 60 cents a shift to drive under the Dia-
mond sign. At two shifts a day, that is $1.20 a day. They
operate 1,500 cabs, which are paying tribute to the Diamond
Cab Co. to the tune of $1,800 a day, or $680,000 a year. This
is why there is great opposition to this bill.

That is not all. Last year the Diamond Cab Co. sold 6,000,-
000 gallons of gasoline to the operators of the Diamond cabs.
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The company earned 2 cents a gallon profit on every gallon,
which means an additional $180,000. This is to say nothing
of the profit it earns from the sale of oil, tires, and other
accessories which the operators are compelled to buy through
that association.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NICHOLS. No.

That is what is happening to these boys. They pay tribute.

There has been talk about the necessity of increasing these
rates, and somebody said something about a racket. The
biggest racket I know of in Washington is the racket carried
on by two or three cab associations in this town who are
racketeering and taking money out of the pockets of men who
earn but three or four dollars a day and making them pay
tribute to their big associations.

Mr. REILLY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NICHOLS. Not just now. I want to answer some of
these arguments. .

As to liability, one cab association in the District of Colum-
biz now has pending against it 1,871 lawsuits, involving
$1,320,000. This same company has over $500,000 in judg-
ments against it today, and not one judgment has been satis-
filed. Mr. Van Duzer, the commissioner of traffic for the Dis-
trict of Columbia, had something to say on the subject only
recently. I will read only a brief portion of his statement,
which was carried in the Washington Evening Star.

With the taxicab-liability bill scheduled for House action Mon-

day, failure of taxicab owners and operators to satisfy judgments
in damage cases was cited today by Trafic Director W. A. Van

Duzer.
In a letter to Representative Jack NicHoLs, Democrat, of Okla-
homa—

Which I will insert in the REcorp—

& member of the House District Committee, the traffic director
stated the records of his department indicate that, with only one
exception, judgments against taxi owners and operators remain
unsatisfied.

There are a number of judgments involving unlimited
thousands of dollars against the taxi operators of this town
obtained by helpless, unsuspecting people who rode th_eir
cabs assuming that the sign on the side of the door which
set forth they were protected was true, but despite that,
Van Duzer states that his records show that with one ex-
ception none of them has paid a judgment. Oh, they say,
the system is not a bad one.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NICHOLS. I am sorry, but I cannot yield to the
gentleman.

The record behind this policy of having insurance and that
alone is a long one. I read from a letter from the city of
Boston directed to Mr. Kimball, clerk of the District Com=-
mittee, who asked for the information at my request:

In reply to your telegram of August 11 requesting information
relative to the Insurance of taxicabs in this city—which is Boston—
please find enclosed copy of report submitted by Capt. John F.
Fitzpatrick, inspector of carriages in this department, which I
trust will be of assistance to you.

Let us look at his report. This is the city of Boston where
they operate under a taxicab insurance law similar to ours.

With reference to the attached telegram of Mr. EKimball, etc.,
our reports show:

(1) Percentage of accidents per 100 cabs per year is approxi-
mately 15 percent, including personal injuries and property
damages.

(sggl’ercentage of settlements outside of court of accidents is
approximately 75 percent.

They operate under an insurance law, and now listen:

3) The average amount of judgment per accident is about #75.

}4) The percentage of judgments collected in full fcr personal
injury claims is 100 percent because of the statute law compelling
all motor vehicles to carry personal injury insurance.

(5) Only one insurance company—

This is interesting—
was found financially Irresponsible during the past year.

This is the report from the department that handles this
in the city of Boston. Soyouneednothea.fmldor\them-
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surance racketeers. I have heard for a long time the cry of
insurance being a racket, but I carry it on my automobile
and most of you do.

Mr. OMALLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NICHOLS. I am sorry I cannot yield to the gentle-
man.

I carry insurance on my automobile to protect myself and
other people on the streets, and so do you. If there are those
who want to charge me to ride in their automobile, but will
not carry it for my protection, will you not help me protect
the little kiddies and the visitors who come here, as well as
your own families who have to ride in such automobiles
unless they take a street car, which will give them protec-
tion, or a bus, which will give them protection, or perhaps
ride in their own automobile?

Now, listen. A great deal has been said about what labor
wants on this matter. A great deal has been said about
what the taxicab drivers themselves want. So far as I
personally am concerned I do not think there is any labor
question involved and the Secretary of the American Fed-
eration of Labor advised this morning that they were not
going to meet on the proposition until tonight. Whether he
is wrong or not I do not know, but I do hold in my hand a
letter which I will read you. This letter is dated May T,
1938, which was last Saturday. There has been a letter read
here from the independent taxi drivers, they said, and I
do not know whether their letter is better than mine or not,
but I want you to listen to mine:

UNITED TRANSPORTATION WORKERS,
Washington, D. C., May 7, 1938.
Hon. JACK NICHOLS,

House of Representatives, Washington, D. C,

DeAR CONGRESSMAN NIcHOLS: In reference to H. R. 7084, a bill
calling for compulsory taxicab liability insurance for the Dis-
trict of Columbia, we wish to call your attention to the following
considerations:

(1) The bill before the House, with the Senate amendments,
represents the view and has the solid support of 70 percent of
the taxi drivers in the District of Columbia.

(2) Persons lobbying against the bill and who would substi-
tute for it the deposit of a $7,600 bond, are representing certain
vested interests in the local taxicab .industry, who speak but for a
fraction of the District's taxicab owner-drivers and rental drivers.

The bond idea will virtually force 75 percent of the independent
owners out of business and wreak indescribable hardship upon the
rental drivers as well. It will give what is tantamount to a
franchise, to a few taxicab concerns.

If a compulsory taxicab liability insurance bill must be had, we
urge you to lay these facts before the House and have it perform
the only fair, just, and honest act under the circumstances: Vote
for the bill as at present worded.

The United Transportation Workers, representing the interests
of the overwhelming majority of the independent driver-owners
-and rental drivers in the District of Columbia gives its unanimous
support to the bill. r

Respectfully yours,
MAURICE HOLLOD,

Business Manager, United Transportation Workers.

Mr. Speaker, my friend here has said that we can leave
this situation in status quo. Unfortunately there is no
such position as status quo on death, injury, or accidents.
They go on. It is impossible to stop the devastation that
accidents wreaks upon us in the way of bodily injury or
death.

If it were possible to stop that, I would say, “Fine; stop it
all until we can get this thing perfect.” Few times have I
ever seen a bill pass this body that, in my opinion—or yours,
for that matter—was a perfect hill at its inception. Maybe
there is a better way than this; I doubt it. Your committee
has put